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Trump: Will He Be Controlling or Controlled? 
by William F. Jasper — Now that Trump is the presumed Republican 
candidate, political insiders are working to toss him or turn him. 


Implosion of the Never Trump Neocons 

by William F Jasper — After extracting a pledge from Trump not to 
bolt the GOP for a third-party insurgency, neoconservative icons are 
advocating a third-party candidate. 


ECONOMY 

Price Controls Are Popular but Wrong 

by Steve Byas — Most Americans believe there are times when 
government should control the prices and availability of goods and 
services, but they wouldn’t if they realized the harm done. 


POLITICS 

Ryan the RINO? 

by Charles Scaliger — Is this politician for me? As part of a series 
of articles, we give the backgrounds and voting records of some 
noteworthy U.S. politicians — both good and bad — in the 2016 
election. 
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Securing the Blessings of Liberty 

by Steve Byas — The author of this book on the Constitution 
believes in a “living Constitution,” insofar as a Constitution that isn’t 
strictly followed is a dead document. 
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Making War With Words 


It has been observed that language gets cor- 
rupted for specific political ends by chang- 
ing the meaning of commonly used words 
to control the people who use them. Words 
that have been weaponized by the Left in- 
clude bipartisanship, reproductive rights, 
choice, identity, progress, fairness, trans, 
climate, homeless, health, free, homo- 
phobe, Islamophobe, white privilege, hate 
speech, gender, offensive, collaboration, 
oppressed, repressed, indigenous, compro- 
mise, multicultural, comprehensive immi- 
gration reform, undocumented, community, 
green, global, consensus, change agent, eq- 
uity, inequity, and moderate, as well as the 
always reliable dead mules of doublespeak: 
diversity and tolerance. 

Words are now used, and understood, in 
an almost opposite way from their original 
meanings, along political lines to produce 
revolutionary emotionalism and mono- 
thought. This is why Adolf Hitler, quintes- 
sential socialist and a leading light on the 
Left, had a formal propaganda ministry. 
It’s both cautionary and instructive that 
he believed the masses’ ability to under- 
stand is both restricted and feeble. Bent 
language produces bent minds. 

MIKE GOODPASTER 
Washougal, Washington 


Churches Are to Blame 


I greatly appreciate Selwyn Duke’s articles, 
especially his recent article about the late, 
great Antonin Scalia (March 21 issue). 
Antonin Scalia loved the Constitution, 
and so did John Adams. John Adams said 
that the U.S. Constitution “is made for a 
moral and upright people, it is wholly in- 
adequate for the government of any other.” 
So I ask you: Does the state dictate right 
and wrong, or does God? If God does, 
isn’t it the church’s responsibility to teach 
God’s morals? If that is true, then how can 
we blame Washington for the demise of 
the Constitution? It seems to me that the 
church is responsible. The Constitution 
doesn’t need to be changed via a constitu- 
tional convention. The Constitution is not 
the problem. The apostasy of the church is 
the problem. Why should Washington care 
about God’s law, when the church doesn’t? 
Republicans don’t make a nation great; 
Democrats don’t make a nation great; 
godliness makes a nation great. As long as 


LETTERS TO THE EDITOR. 


the church is antinomian, and apostate, it 
doesn’t matter who is president. 

JOHN BYNUM 

Sent via e-mail 


The Banks’ Fed 


In regard to your article that Democrats in 
the Senate have blocked the audit on the 
Federal Reserve Bank (February 8 issue), 
I would like to state that it is a betrayal by 
the Democratic Party to the nation. 

The Fed, which is a banking cartel made 
up of national and international bankers, 
was created on December 23, 1913. The 
Federal Reserve Act, signed by President 
Woodrow Wilson, was unconstitutional. 
Article 1, Section 8 of our Constitution 
clearly states that only Congress has the 
power to issue or print the currency and 
determine its value. The Fed assumed con- 
trol over our nation’s finances and practi- 
cally our entire government. 

The creation of the Fed was an illegal 
act, since the Congress or a president can- 
not pass a law that violates the Constitution. 
Sadly, our nation has tolerated this illegal 
central bank for more than a century. The 
Fed is neither federal nor has any reserves. 
Over the years, the Fed has created massive 
federal debt and high inflation, which is a 
hidden tax that confiscates our savings, and 
has illegally enriched, beyond our imagina- 
tion, the small banking cartel that owns it. 

Of course, Obama inherited the Fed 
structure. However, no other president 
has abused the taxpayers and future gen- 
erations as much as Obama has by cre- 
ating trillions of additional federal debt 
with this illegal, privately owned central 
banking cartel. 

Many of the owners of the Fed are also 
members of the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tion, the Bilderberg Group, and the Trilateral 
Commission, which want a one-world gov- 
emmment under the United Nations. The in- 
dividuals that belong to this powerful glob- 
alist elite are the invisible government of the 
United States and most of the world. 

FRANK DE VARONA 
Sent via e-mail 
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World Federalism 101 

World Federalism 101, by Rick Biondi and Alex Newman, explores the history of the World 
Federalist and Atlantic Union movements in the U.S. Congress and beyond, as well as exposing 
proponents of world government using their own words and deeds. (2014, pb, 212pp, $16.95; 
5-9/$14.95ea; 10+/$13.95ea) BKWF181 


America and the United Nations 

This analysis of the United Nations traces its history from its forerunner, the League of Nations, 
up to the present, and compares the basic foundational documents of the UN with those of 

the United States with regard to the protection of human rights. (2013, 45pp, pb, 1/$2.95ea; 
10-24/$2.00ea; 25-49/$1.50ea; 50-99/$1.00ea; 100+/$.95ea) BKLTAAUN 


United Nations: On the Brink of Becoming a World Government 

The United Nations has entities claiming jurisdiction over the world’s food, including agri- 
culture and vitamins, as well as over global health, water, international law, trade, firearms, 
and the environment. Only two things stop it from becoming a world government: insufficient 
funding and sovereignty-protecting politicians. Those two things are being dealt with. (2012, 
12pp, $.02ea) RPUNBWG 
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Inside the United Nations 

The United Nations has been in existence for 
over 70 years, but its origins and objectives 
remain misunderstood by many Americans. 
This book is a brief, readable introduction to the 
United Nations and to the people who created 

it and support it. (2013ed, 135pp, pb, 1/$9.95ea; 
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UN Plots War on Free Speech to Stop “Extremism” Online 


ih 


The United Nations Security Council wants a global “frame- 
work” for censoring the Internet, as well as for using government 
propaganda to “counter” what its apparatchiks call “online propa- 
ganda,” “hateful ideologies,” and “digital terrorism.” To that end, 
on May 11 the UN Security Council ordered the UN “Counter- 
Terrorism Committee” to draw up a plan by next year. From the 
Obama administration to the brutal Communist Chinese regime, 
everybody agreed that it was time for a UN-led crackdown on 
freedom of speech and thought online. 

The UN will reportedly be partnering with some of the 
world’s largest Internet and technology companies in the plot. 


Among the firms involved in the scheme is Microsoft, which, 
in a speech before the Security Council on May 11, called for 
“public-private partnerships” between Big Business and Big 
Government to battle online propaganda. As this magazine has 
documented, Google, Microsoft, Yahoo, and other top tech 
giants have all publicly embraced the UN and its agenda for 
humanity. Many of the more than 70 speakers also said it was 
past time to censor the Internet, with help from the “private 
sector.” 

According to UN officials, the plan to regulate speech on 
the Internet will complement another, related UN plot known 
formally as the “Plan of Action to Prevent Violent Extremism.” 
That crusade will include, among other components, planetary 
efforts to stamp out all “anti-Muslim bigotry,” anti-immigrant 
sentiments, and much more, the UN and Obama explained. 
“Non-violent extremism” is also in the UN’s cross hairs, as is 
free speech generally. 

But the real solution to terror is neither a stronger UN nor 
a global war on ideologies, extreme or otherwise. Empowering 
the UN to wage a global war on ideas, ideologies, propaganda, 
and speech is itself an extremist proposition riddled with extreme 
dangers. A far simpler answer to the scourge of terrorism would 
be to defund the UN, arrest those supporting terror groups, and 
stop propping up dictators and terrorists with taxpayer money. 
Anything else is a dangerous fraud. 


Pew Research: Middle Class Is Losing Ground 


Anew study released on May 11 by the Pew Research Center in- 
dicates that middle-class Americans are losing ground as a share 
of the population, especially in metropolitan areas. Pew’s analy- 
sis was based on its study of U.S. government statistics found in 
the 2014 American Community Survey and the 2000 Decennial 
Census. During the period bracketed by those two surveys, the 
percentage of Americans whom Pew would classify as “middle 
class” fell in 203 of the 229 metropolitan areas in the United 
States. The decrease in the middle-class share measured six per- 
centage points or more in 53 metropolitan areas, compared with 
a four-point drop nationally. 

These findings reinforced a previous analysis completed by 
the Pew Research Center, released to the public last December 
9, indicating that the U.S. middle class had declined to the point 
where it makes up slightly less than 50 percent of the U.S. adult 
population. Not all of the people who left the middle class fell 
into poverty, however; some climbed into the upper-income cat- 
egory. The share of wealthy households rose, from 17 percent in 
2000 to 20 percent in 2014, as did the share of poor households, 
which increased from 28 percent to 29 percent during the same 
time period. 

In another survey taken by Pew in December of 2015, 62 
percent of respondents said the federal government does not do 
enough for middle-class people, compared with just 29 percent 


who said it does the right amount and six percent who said it 
does too much. A majority of those surveyed also said the federal 
government doesn’t do enough for older people, poor people, or 
children. 

What few people understand is that if the federal govern- 
ment would cease doing so much to “help” all of these groups 
of people, then the money spent to pay for these unconstitutional 
programs would be left with the states and the people, who could 
then better afford to help themselves, and each other. In such a 
scenario, a future Pew poll would very likely indicate that the 
middle class was growing instead of shrinking. 
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Immigrants Receive More Welfare Than American Citizens 


According to a May report by the Center for Immigration Studies 
(CIS), legal and illegal immigrant-headed households receive an 
average of $6,241 in welfare, 41 percent more than native house- 
holds, which receive an average of $4,431. That represents a total 
cost of $103 billion in welfare benefits to those households, the 
Washington Examiner wrote on May 9. 

The report follows up on a September 2015 study from CIS 
that found that 51 percent of immigrant households receive some 
type of welfare, compared to 30 percent of native households. 
The study reveals that immigrants from Mexico and Central 
America were the major recipients of welfare benefits, averag- 
ing $8,251 annually — “86 percent higher than the costs of native 
households,” the report indicates. Conversely, immigrants from 


other parts of the world receive significantly less welfare than 
even native-headed households. The report shows that the aver- 
age European immigrant household receives $3,509 in benefits 
and the South Asian immigrant household receives $2,565 on 
average. 

The report’s author, Jason Richwine, noted that while illegal 
immigrants cannot receive benefits directly, they are able to re- 
ceive welfare benefits through their U.S.-born children, though 
possibly not as much. Illegal immigrant households receive an 
average of $5,692, while legal immigrants receive $6,378. 

The report finds that on average, immigrant households re- 
ceive 33 percent more cash welfare, 57 percent more food assis- 
tance, and 44 percent more Medicaid benefits than the average 
American household. Furthermore, an analysis by the Heritage 

Foundation, cited by Richwine, revealed that in 2010, immi- 
grant households paid $4,344 less in taxes than they received 
in services. 

Mark Krikorian, executive director of CIS, noted that failure 
to change the current immigration policy will force taxpayers to 
continue to foot the bill for immigrant households. “If we con- 
tinue to permit large numbers of less-educated people to move 
here from abroad, we have to accept that there will be huge and 
ongoing costs to taxpayers,” he wrote. Richwine determined that 
the findings point to one conclusion: A significant change to the 
welfare state is an absolute necessity. 


FDA: Popular Antibiotics Have Serious Side Effects 


The Food and Drug Administration (FDA), the agency charged 
with preventing harmful drugs from coming to market, recently 
confessed that certain antibiotics it approved can have “serious 
side effects” that “generally outweigh the benefits.” 

On May 12, the FDA issued a safety alert concerning fluoro- 
quinolone antibacterial drugs. Such drugs “are associated with 
disabling and potentially permanent serious side effects that can 
occur together,” reads the alert. “These side effects can involve 
the tendons, muscles, joints, nerves, and central nervous system.” 

Despite mounting evidence of the dangers of these drugs, how- 
ever, the agency has been extremely slow to warn the public. 
Attorney Larry Klayman, a former federal prosecutor, thinks he 
knows why and has filed a federal racketeering lawsuit to prove 
it. The suit, filed on behalf of several patients who were harmed 
by Levaquin, alleges that Dr. Margaret Hamburg, who served 
as FDA commissioner from 2009 to 2015, used her position of 
authority to suppress information about Levaquin’s side effects 
in order to enrich herself, her husband, and Johnson & Johnson. 

Hamburg’s financial interest in Alkermes also led her to buck 
an FDA advisory board’s overwhelming opinion that the com- 
pany’s painkiller Zohydro should not be approved, plaintiffs 
charge. Although the advisory board voted 11-2 not to approve 
the drug because of its potential for abuse, the agency neverthe- 
less approved it. 


Putting control of the pharmaceutical market into the hands 
of political appointees and bureaucrats is a recipe for corruption. 
The FDA regulates drug companies, who in turn supply employ- 
ees to the FDA, and vice versa. The very existence of the FDA 
lulls many Americans into a false sense of security concerning 
drugs. If the FDA approves a drug, they reason, it must be safe; 
yet clearly that is not the case. Without the government giving its 
imprimatur to certain drugs, consumers would be far more wary 
and would seek out additional sources of information on those 
drugs before consuming them, as many already do. 
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Backing Trump and Scorching Hillary 
“Hillary is extremely happy with the Obama foreign policy. It’s almost 
an urban legend that somehow she would be tougher, more hawkish [than 
Obama]. The idea that Hillary would be preferable because she would be 
an improvement on the Obama foreign policy is badly misguided.” 

A member of the Council on Foreign Relations, John Bolton seems to be an- 
gling for a post in the Trump administration — if Trump wins in November. 


AP Images 
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He Supported Cruz for President and Now Hopes Gingrich Will Be Veep 
“On the short list should be Newt Gingrich. There are others who should be on that list, including Ted 
Cruz and Marco Rubio, but I’m particularly intrigued with the idea of Newt Gingrich.” 

Veteran conservative leader Richard Viguerie claims to want Trump to avoid choosing someone from 
the Republican establishment. But isn t Gingrich part of that group? 


GOP Headliners Lining Up to Support Trump 

“The biggest uniting force in the Republican Party is the prospect of a Hillary Clinton presidency. That 
is a motivating factor in mollifying even some of Trump’s harshest critics.” 

Ryan Williams, a former spokesman for Mitt Romney, expects most Republicans to end up in the 
Trump camp. 


Author and Political Pundit a Good Prognosticator 

“A guy just won the Republican nomination for President by spending 
no money, hiring no pollsters, running virtually no TV ads, and just say- 
ing what he truly believed no matter how many times people told him he 
couldn’t say that.” 

Claiming in mid-2015 that Donald Trump would be the Republican nomi- 
nee, Ann Coulter has lately stated that Hillary Clinton would be easier 
to beat in 2016 than Bernie Sanders. 


A | 
Coulter Columnist Says Trump Is Not Alone in Being Inconsistent 


“Criticizing Trump for inconsistency when it comes to foreign policy is 
a bit rich when you consider that both Democrats and Republicans have treated Pakistan as an ally, 
knowing full well that its secret service has trucked with terrorists and coddled the Taliban.” 

New York Times columnist Frank Bruni is no fan of Donald Trump, but he refuses to overlook the 
hypocrisy of others. 
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Cartoonist Fired After Targeting Agribusinesses 

“In the year 2015, the CEOs of Monsanto, DuPont Pioneer and John Deere made more money than 
2,129 Iowa farmers.” 

He supplied more than 1,000 cartoons over 20 years to Iowa s Farm News, but Rick Friday was fired 
when a seed company withdrew its advertising because of the above comment made by one of the char- 
acters in his cartoon. 


Muslim Leader Denounces ISIS, Enjoys Its Criticism 
“Tt’s an honor to be denounced by ISIS. I consider it one of my greatest accomplishments in life.” 
Asharp critic of ISIS, Washington D.C.-based Imam Suhaib Webb regularly refutes the religious claims 
of the Islamic State. He and other critics of ISIS receive numerous threats, 
but they refuse to back down. 


London’s New Mayor Swears His Oath of Office on the Koran 
“The palace called me and said, ‘What type of Bible do you want to swear 
on?’ When I said the Koran, they said ‘We haven’t got one.’ So I took 
one with me.” 
Winning election by 57 to 43 percent over Conservative Party candidate 
Zac Goldsmith, Labour Party candidate Sadiq Khan, a Muslim, chose 
to swear the oath of office on Islam’s holy book. @ 

— COMPILED BY JOHN F. MCMANUS 
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Will he be controlling or controlled ? 


A few influential groups have guided American foreign policy for many decades. Now that 
Trump is the presumed Republican candidate, they're working to toss him or turn him. 


by William F. Jasper 


e came, he roared, he bellowed, 
he boasted — and he kicked pro- 
verbial tail. Out of the crowded 


field of 17 contestants in the GOP’s presi- 
dential beauty pageant, Donald Trump 


is the last man standing, after repeatedly 
defying the oddsmakers, the political es- 
tablishment, the media thought cartel, the 
political correctness gestapo, and a multi- 
tude of naysaying special interest groups. 

The exits of Senator Ted Cruz and 
Governor John Kasich from the race, fol- 


lowing Trump’s decisive Indiana primary 
victory on May 3, have left the bellicose 
billionaire with a clear road all the way 
to Cleveland, where the Republican Party 
convention will take place in July. The 
outcome of that convention is still by no 
means clear, since there are still many 
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tricks party leaders can pull. But should 
Trump emerge from the convention as 
the GOP standard bearer, there is then, of 
course, the general election in November, 
where he would face off against (pre- 
sumably) Hillary Clinton — and what- 
ever third-party spoiler efforts are thrown 
against him by the #NeverTrump Republi- 
can defectors. That main event would also 
assuredly bring a new tidal wave of anti- 
Trump media attacks and violent protests 
aimed at derailing the New York mogul’s 
brazen White House bid. 


Savior, Satan — or Neither? 
To say Donald Trump elicits strong emo- 
tions is an understatement. While virtu- 
ally all elections have a polarizing effect, 
Trump has brought to the current fray an 
outsized polarization to match his outsized 
ego. To many Trumpistas he is the savior 
who will finally set the country right and 
“Make America Great Again!” To the 
Never Trumpers, he is the devil incarnate 
(or some facsimile thereof) who would, if 
allowed to become president, usher in the 
end of the Republic — and maybe even 
the end of the world. 

This writer is neither a Trumpista nor 
a Never Trumper. As a matter of full dis- 
closure, I should confess that I do not like 
the man; never have. I agree with his crit- 
ics (from the Right, Left, and center) that 
he is crass, crude, vulgar, arrogant, and 
narcissistic to a degree that exceeds, per- 
haps, the level of these same vices that 
we’ve come to accept among politicians. 
I say perhaps because Trump doesn’t en- 
case himself in a facade of fake pieties, 
false modesty, and finely parsed press 
statements like the typical paragon of the 
political class. He’s a rough-and-tumble 
entertainer/entrepreneur who is used to 
having his way and is given to over-the- 
top antics and statements that guarantee 
more limelight and celebrity brand ap- 
peal. In a March 7, 2016 article for THE 
New AMERICAN (“Dump Trump, or Pro- 
mote Him?’’), Charles Scaliger appropri- 
ately compared Trump to Marcus Licinius 
Crassus, the uber-wealthy Roman pluto- 
crat, from whom we derive the pejorative 
term “crass,” and who played a key role 
in the descent of the Roman Republic into 
the tyranny of the Caesars. 

However, as a nation, we have already 
slid far down the slippery slope toward 
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Caesarian empire and tyranny — under 
the leadership of Republicans and Demo- 
crats who exude the “presidential” style 
and temperament Trump so obviously 
lacks. Would a Trump presidency really 
be worse for America — politically, eco- 
nomically, morally, militarily — than the 
leadership we’ve received from recent 
White House occupants (both Republican 
and Democrat), or what we could reason- 
ably expect from the current alternatives? 
Or to approach the question from the op- 
posite direction: Are there some crucial 
issues on which we might reasonably 
expect that Trump would slow, or even 
reverse, our precipitous slide? Is this why 
the powers that be attack him with such 
relentless and unprecedented fury? These 
are critically important questions that we 
may be able to answer in the affirmative. 
This being the case, we will be setting 
out here, in what follows, a fair and clear- 
minded assessment of the positive and 
negative potential of a Trump presidency 


MAKE AMERICA GREAT A 


Madison, Alabama 


vis-a-vis the current political-economic- 
social context. 


Outsider vs. Insiders 

This is the year of the populist outsider, 
as evidenced not only by the campaigns 
of Trump and Democrat Bernie Sanders, 
but also by the success of upstart parties 
and candidates across Europe as well. A 
great many voters are fed up with nonstop 
empty promises from the veteran politi- 
cians who invariably give way to politics 
as usual — with the same, inevitable, de- 
structive results. Trump realized this early 
on and has cast his campaign around the 
central core message that not only is he 
the only outsider who is running for the 
highest political office in the land (and the 
world) but that he is the only outsider who 
has a chance of winning and shaking the 
system up. (Dr. Ben Carson is also a po- 
litical outsider, but he lacked the universal 
name recognition, bravado, and financial 
resources of Trump.) Not only is he a po- 
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Anti-TPP duo: Donald Trump stands next to Senator Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.), his staunchest 


supporter in Congress and the most outspoken Senate opponent of the TPP and illegal 


immigration. 
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CFR co-opts game? Former House Speaker Newt Gingrich (right) and former Vice President 
Dick Cheney, both longtime CFR members, are two of the earliest establishment Insiders to 


endorse Trump. 


litical outsider, goes the Trump message, 
but he is a successful businessman to boot, 
who can bring fresh approaches and des- 
perately needed hardheaded realism to 
help solve our battered economy. 
Certainly two of the signature Trump 
issues that have resonated with his core 
constituency and mobilized them are his 
strident opposition to the continued flood 
of illegal immigration and the dangerous 
“free trade” agenda, as typified by the 
pending Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP). 
If, as president, Trump made good on these 
two promises alone, he would set back 
the destructive agenda of the “insider” 
politicians by at least several years, which 
would give Americans of a constitution- 
alist bent a shot at reclaiming America. 
More on that, in a moment, but first, let’s 
discuss this insider-outsider thing, which 
is central to the Trump phenomenon. 
Television news interviews with the 
average pro-Trump man/woman on the 
street regularly confirm that much of his 


appeal comes from the fact that he is an 
outsider, not a professional politician, not 
a Washington, D.C., denizen. Obviously 
this same label does not apply to Senator 
Bernie Sanders, who has spent his entire 
adult life in politics. Sanders’ claim to out- 
sider status, say he and his supporters, is 
justified because he stalwartly opposes the 
Wall Street banksters and corporatists and 
their lackeys in Washington. That’s their 
claim, but it was spectacularly falsified 
when Sanders sabotaged Representative 
Ron Paul’s “Audit the Fed” bill in 2010 so 
that the big banks he claims to be fighting 
could continue to operate in secrecy with 
the Federal Reserve — and continue to 
rob Americans blind. Dr. Ron Paul, on the 
other hand, is a genuine outsider, despite 
serving more than two decades in Con- 
gress. He used his time in political office 
to resolutely, tirelessly, and much of the 
time single-handedly, fight and roll back 
the federal government’s relentless usur- 
pations of power beyond the narrow con- 


Certainly two of the signature Trump issues that have 
resonated with his core constituency and mobilized 
them are his strident opposition to the continued 
flood of illegal immigration and the dangerous “free 
trade” agenda, as typified by the pending Trans-Pacific 
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fines of the U.S. Constitution. In doing so, 
he fought the insiders in his own Republi- 
can Party, as well as those in the Democrat 
Party. In fighting the Federal Reserve and 
the Wall Street powers that operate behind 
it and through it, Representative Paul was 
taking on the Insiders with a capital “TI,” 
those political and financial insiders who 
not only occupy positions of power inside 
powerful institutions, but also share a uni- 
fied subversive vision of concentrating 
and centralizing all global authority under 
a world government, a New World Order. 

These pro-world government Insiders 
operate through a number of semi-secret 
organizations, such as the Council on 
Foreign Relations (CFR), the European 
Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR), the 
Trilateral Commission (TC), the (British) 
Royal Institute for International Affairs 
(RITA, aka Chatham House), the Aspen 
Institute, the Club of Rome, and the World 
Economic Forum, as well as ultra-secret 
gatherings such as the Bilderberg Group 
and Bohemian Grove. 

Insider operative Newt Gingrich made 
a very significant statement about Trump 
in this regard during an interview on Fox 
News on March 4, 2016. The former 
speaker of the house was commenting on 
former Republican presidential candidate 
Mitt Romney’s television rant against 
Trump the previous day. The Romney 
speech signified, he said, “the panic of the 
establishment wing of the [Republican] 
Party.” “Now they’re faced with the pros- 
pect of Donald Trump becoming the lead- 
er of the party and that absolutely drives 
them crazy,” Gingrich charged. “Why?” 
asked Fox’s Bill O’Reilly. “Well because 
he’s an outsider,” Gingrich responded, 
“he’s not them, he’s not part of the club, 
he’s uncontrollable, you know, he hasn’t 
been through the initiation rites, he didn’t 
belong to the secret society.” 

Newt Gingrich is in a position to know. 
For many years (up until at least 2013) he 
was himself a member of the Council on 
Foreign Relations. Both inside and outside 
of Congress, he has functioned as a reliable 
promoter of the globalist agenda, and as a 
result has enjoyed enormous financial suc- 
cess and access to the corridors of power. 
There is little evidence to suggest he has 
abandoned the Insiders he has served so 
faithfully for so long. So why, then, has 
he been one of the foremost defenders 
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of Trump among the establishment intel- 
ligentsia? The key is in Newt’s comment 
that Trump is “uncontrollable.” However, 
if the Insiders are unsuccessful in stop- 
ping the “outsider,” the next best option 
might be to place an ambitious pol such 
as Gingrich just a heartbeat away in the 
VP slot, positioned to take over, should a 
John Hinckley successfully take Trump 
out with a hot lead injection, or some other 
fatal “accident” befall him. 

Gingrich is already being bandied about 
as a top consideration for Trump’s pick as 
vice president, appearing on several specu- 
lative “short lists” in stories from the In- 
sider-run controlled media, from the New 
York Times to National Review. Among the 
important stories to float the Gingrich-as- 
VP idea is an article in National Review by 
Myra Adams on May 4 entitled, “A Trump- 
Gingrich Ticket: Brilliant or Crazy?” 

“Gingrich is media savvy and a mega 
fundraising asset,” writes Adams. “He is 
good on the campaign trail and could so- 
lidify support among conservatives,” she 
insists, even though conservative voters 
have repeatedly rejected him. “Newt and 
Callista could even help rally Catholics,” 
Adams claims. Yes, in his latest incarna- 
tion, chameleon Gingrich — who has 
reinvented himself as often as rock diva 
Madonna — and third wife Callista pose 
as devout Catholics. But here’s the key 
part from National Review, aka Neocon 
Central: “Most important, Gingrich le- 
gitimizes Trump’s candidacy and would 
refine Trump’s somewhat unartful domes- 
tic and foreign-policy positions.” Get it? 
According to National Review, a princi- 
pal conduit for channeling CFR globalist 
bilge to conservatives, Gingrich would 
“legitimize” Trump. 

Moreover, says Adams: “A Trump- 
Gingrich ticket would send a strong signal 
that ‘Make America Great Again’ is not 
just a campaign slogan but the theme for a 
new Republican Revolution — with Newt 
Gingrich as its chief strategist.” 

Naturally the Insiders never put all their 
eggs in one basket; Newt is not their only 
option to co-opt a Trump administration. 
And if Gingrich is not chosen for VP, he 
could still land in some other top advisory 
position where he could guide the Trump 
administration in a suitably globalist di- 
rection. The highest Insider endorsement 
thus far for Trump comes from former 
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Vice President Dick Cheney, who told 
CNN on May 6 he would be supporting 
the New York casino-real estate tycoon’s 
White House run. Cheney not only served 
as a director of the Council on Foreign 
Relations, but was captured by C-SPAN 
at a CFR function on video chortling with 
David Rockefeller and infamously boast- 
ing about how he had concealed his CFR 
membership from Wyoming voters, while 
pretending to be a conservative congress- 
man serving the “Cowboy State.” 

When Trump laid out his foreign policy 
ideas to the press on April 27 in Washing- 
ton, D.C., only a handful of trusted advi- 
sors were invited to the event, according to 
the New York Times. They included Grover 
Norquist, president of Americans for Tax 
Reform, and Zalmay Khalizad, the former 
Bush ambassador to Afghanistan and Iraq, 
both of whom are CFR members. 

More telling than this, however, is 
Trump’s apparent esteem for Richard 
Haass, the president of the CFR and a 
member of the Trilateral Commission. 
During an appearance on the MSNBC 
show Morning Joe with co-host Mika 
Brzezinski (a CFR member), Trump 
praised Haass. Brzezinski, daughter of 
Trilateral Commission founding director 
(and CFR member) Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
asked: “Who do you respect on foreign 
policy? Who do you turn to? Who do you 
think is a great name?” Trump responded: 
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RELATIONS 


“Well, I respect Richard Haass, who’s on 
your show a lot. And I like him a lot.” 

Later that same day at the Republi- 
can debate in Detroit, when asked by 
Fox News moderator Brett Baier to list 
“two or three names that you trust for 
national security,” Trump responded, “I 
think Richard Haass is excellent. I have a 
lot of respect for him.” In the next breath, 
he said, “I think General Keane is excel- 
lent,” referring to General John M. “Jack” 
Keane, also a CFR member. For the first 
two names out of his mouth to be high- 
level CFR globalists is not a good sign. 
Worse still is the report that Trump met 
with Haass last year for a foreign pol- 
icy briefing. According to the New York 
Times, CFR spokeswoman Iva Zoric con- 
firmed that the Trump-Haass meeting took 
place last August. 

Is Trump completely unaware of the 
CFR’s pernicious historical influence on 
American foreign and domestic policy and 
its extensive reach throughout American 
institutions? Is he completely ignorant of 
the many statements by Richard Haass, 
whom he finds so “excellent”? Perhaps he 
is unacquainted with the 2006 op-ed en- 
titled “State sovereignty must be altered 
in globalized era,” which Haass penned 
for George Soros’ Project Syndicate. In 
it Haass declared that we must “rethink” 
and “redefine” sovereignty because “new 
mechanisms are needed for regional and 
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Hillary’s CFR “mother ship”: Hillary Clinton is interviewed by good friend and CFR President 


Richard Haass during her 2014 book tour. 
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Gingrich is already being bandied about as a top 
consideration for Trump’s pick as vice president, 
appearing on several speculative “short lists” in stories 
from the Insider-run controlled media, from the New 
york Times to National Review. 


global governance” and “states must be 
prepared to cede some sovereignty to world 
bodies.” Due to globalization, said Haass, 
“sovereignty is not only becoming weaker 
in reality, but ... it needs to become weak- 
er.” According to the CFR chief, we must 
choose between “an international system of 
either world government or anarchy.” 
Now, giving Trump the most generous 
benefit of the doubt, it might be argued that 
as a preoccupied businessman and social 
gadfly he was merely drawing out of the hat 
names of prominent “experts” he’s seen on 
television, or names that have been given 
to him by other advisors. Haass and other 
CFR spokesmen are highly intelligent and 
articulate, after all, and to those who only 
follow them in a cursory manner and are 
unfamiliar with the CFR one-world agenda, 
they may seem impressive, even respect- 
able. If that is the case, then Trump is dan- 
gerously naive and can hardly be the super- 
well informed, totally committed opponent 
of the CFR-led New World Order that some 
of his most ardent supporters claim he is. 


If Haass, Keane, Cheney, Gingrich, 
Norquist, and other CFR/Trilateral global- 
ists start popping up in the Trump organi- 
zation as advisors and/or potential Cabinet 
nominees, it will be a fairly reliable “clue” 
that either Trump has already been co-opt- 
ed, or that maybe he isn’t the outsider he 
claims to be, after all. 

Are we exaggerating the danger from 
the CFR/Trilateralist “network of power’’? 
The late Admiral Chester Ward, who was 
a former Judge Advocate General of the 
U.S. Navy and a member of the CFR for 16 
years, left the organization and denounced 
it as a clique of “one-world-global-govern- 
ment-ideologists” formed for the “purpose 
of promoting disarmament and submer- 
gence of U.S. sovereignty and national in- 
dependence into an all-powerful one-world 
government.” According to Admiral Ward, 
“This lust to surrender the sovereignty and 
independence of the United States is perva- 
sive throughout most of the membership.” 
Moreover, he said: “In the entire CFR lexi- 
con, there is no term of revulsion carrying 


Establishment speaker: House Speaker Paul Ryan is one of the GOP’s strongest advocates of 
open borders, illegal alien amnesty, and false “free trade” schemes such as TPP & TTIP. 
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a meaning so deep as ‘America First. 
Ward’s charge in this regard has been borne 
out in spades, as evidenced by the ballistic 
brouhaha from the CFR’s mediameisters at 
CNN, the New York Times, National Re- 
view, etc. over Trump’s use of “America 
First” in his first foreign policy speech. 

The authoritative exposé of the CFR 
by author James Perloff, The Shadows of 
Power: The Council on Foreign Relations 
and the American Decline, bears out Ad- 
miral Ward’s scathing charges. 

The Trilateral Commission (TC), to 
which Haass and many other CFR mem- 
bers belong, was founded in 1973 by uber- 
banker David Rockefeller, who was, at the 
time, the CFR’s chairman of the board. He 
retired from that active position in 1985, 
but has remained as honorary chairman 
ever since. The TC serves the same one- 
world agenda as the CFR, but has joined 
Asian, European, and Canadian one-world 
elites to its American globalists. The late 
Barry Goldwater referred to it as “David 
Rockefeller’s newest cabal.” “It is in- 
tended to be,” said the former Republican 
Party presidential candidate and author of 
Conscience of a Conservative, “the vehi- 
cle for multinational consolidation of the 
commercial and banking interests by seiz- 
ing control of the political government of 
the United States.” 

In his 1979 memoir With No Apologies, 
Goldwater stated: 


In my view the Trilateral Commis- 
sion represents a skillful, coordinated 
effort to seize control and consolidate 
the four centers of power — political, 
monetary, intellectual, and ecclesi- 
astical.... What the Trilaterals truly 
intend is the creation of a worldwide 
economic power superior to the politi- 
cal governments of the nation-states 
involved.... As managers and creators 
of the system they will rule the future. 


And over the past four decades, they have 
pursued precisely that path. So-called free 
trade regimes such as NAFTA, CAFTA, 
WTO, EU (European Union), TPP (Trans- 
Pacific Partnership), TTIP (Transatlantic 
Trade and Investment Partnership), and 
mass migration schemes, which both the 
United States and Europe are feeling the 
brunt of now, are key elements of that 
“seizing control.” 
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Obama’s “surge” accomplices: The neocon/CFR establishment in the GOP support President 
Obama’s schemes to swamp the United States with migrants/refugees, such as those pictured 
above flooding into Europe. 


These are the real “Insiders.” They are 
not simply “insiders,” i.e., the usual “old 
boys network” of pedestrian powerbrokers 
who have dominated this or that public 
office or institution for a few years. They 
are a transgenerational cabal of immensely 
wealthy conspirators that has seized con- 
trol of not only our government, but our 
financial, educational, and social institu- 
tions as well. 

Of the CFR’s immense power in our 
federal government, New York Times writ- 
er Anthony Lukas noted in 1971: 


When Henry Stimson — the group’s 
quintessential member — went to 
Washington in 1940 as [FDR’s] Sec- 
retary of War, he took with him John 
McCloy, who was to become Assis- 
tant Secretary in charge of personnel 
[as well as a member, director, and 
then chairman of the CFR]. McCloy 
has recalled: “Whenever we needed a 
man we thumbed through the roll of 
the Council members and put through 
a call to New York.” And over the 
years, the men McCloy called in turn 
called other Council members. 


Indeed they did, and as more and more 
CFR members answered “the call” one 
administration after another filled up with 
the council’s “Wise Men,” as the council 
and its sycophants and allies in the CFR- 
aligned news media dubbed the members. 

Richard Barnet, himself a CFR mem- 
ber, wrote in 1972 that “failure to be asked 
to be a member of the Council has been 
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regarded for a generation as a presump- 
tion of unsuitability for high office in the 
national security bureaucracy.” 

In a July 2009 speech at the CFR’s new 
Washington, D.C., headquarters, then- 
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton referred 
to the CFR’s New York Pratt House head- 
quarters as her “mother ship” and said she 
was so pleased that the organization has a 
big, new office just down the street in the 
nation’s capital so that she and other U.S. 
State Department officials won’t have so 
far to go “to be told what we should be 
doing and how we should think.” This in- 
credible admission, like Dick Cheney’s, 
was captured on video and can be found 
online. Secretary Clinton was introduced 
at that CFR appearance by Richard Haass, 
who noted that this was her ninth appear- 
ance before the council. She has been back 
many times since then. 

It’s very clear that the CFR elites regard 
Hillary as one of their own, even though 
she is not formally a member. (Her daugh- 
ter, Chelsea, and husband, Bill, are mem- 
bers, however, and she undoubtedly will 
join too, when she deems it politically 
expedient). That means the globalists 
have the Democrat side sewn up, Sand- 
ers notwithstanding. 
But they always do 
everything possible 
to stack the deck so 
as to have both major 
parties under control. 
It seems apparent 
from the virtually 
unprecedented level 
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of attacks by the CFR-aligned forces in 
politics, business, media, and academia 
against Donald Trump that they view him 
as too independent and unpredictable. 
Their direct assaults have been unable to 
stop him thus far, so they are attempting to 
swarm him, seduce him, and co-opt him. 

However, they have another plan as 
well, to replace him at the Republican con- 
vention, or, if that fails, to run a prominent 
Republican against him in a third-party 
campaign. The top CFR choice for this task 
appears to be House Speaker Paul Ryan, 
who has been carefully groomed, vetted, 
and tutored — and boosted to prominence. 

Among the main figures leading the 
charge in this regard is CFR Senior Fellow 
Max Boot, an influential Republican neo- 
con one-worlder. “The risk of Trump win- 
ning, however remote, represents the big- 
gest national security threat that the United 
States faces today,” said Boot, in an op-ed 
for the Los Angeles Times on May 8. 

According to CFR neoconservative 
Boot, “Hillary Clinton is a centrist Dem- 
ocrat who is more hawkish than Presi- 
dent Obama and far more principled and 
knowledgeable about foreign affairs than 
Trump.... For all her shortcomings (and 
there are many), Clinton would be far 
preferable to Trump.” 

But he prefers the third-party option 
“because a third-party candidate could 
take away votes from Trump and make 
clear that he is not an authentic voice of 
conservatism.” Yes, he sees himself and 
CFR-approved neocons, such as Ryan, as 
the “authentic voice of conservatism.” 

“There is,” says Boot, “no shortage 
of Republican leaders today — the most 
prominent is House Speaker Paul D. Ryan 
— who represent Reaganesque conserva- 
tism.” The much-reported “truce” between 
Ryan andTrump, following their May 12 
meeting, should not be viewed as anything 
other than temporary strategic positioning. 
Get ready for the globalist gambit to toss 
or turn Trump. 


EXTRA COPIES AVAILABLE 


@ Additional copies of this issue of THE 
New AMERICAN are available at quantity- 
discount prices. To place your order, visit 
www.shopjbs.org or see the card between 
pages 34-35. 


OUR EMPLOYEES ARE THE BEST IN THE BUSINESS 


MECHANICAL we. $= PLUMBING 
CONTRACTOR CRS y ~»s @ CONTRACTOR 
CMC008140 eel : a CFC09184 


MECHANICAL CONTRACTOR, nc. 


JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA GAINESVILLE, FLORIDA 
TELEPHONE: (904) 388-2696 TELEPHONE: (352) 372-3963 


ORLANDO, FLORIDA ST. AUGUSTINE, FLORIDA 
TELEPHONE: (407) 841-4670 TELEPHONE: (904) 810-5918 


DAYTONA, FLORIDA 
TELEPHONE: (386) 546-6039 


524 STOCKTON STREET 
JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32204 


SPECIALIZING IN INDUSTRIAL PROCESS AND POWER PIPING, 
ENVIRONMENTAL BALANCE AND CONTROL, 
AUTOMATED TEMPERATURE CONTROL SYSTEMS, 
HEATING, VENTILATION, AIR CONDITIONING, AND PLUMBING 


Containerized Storage From 
The People Who Invented The Concept 


CONTAINER, INC. 
Serving You Since 1976 
Straight From the Harbor to Your Site 
Refrigerated Units Always Available 
LENGTHS UP TO 45' 
24-HOUR DELIVERY 
BUY OR RENT 


FRIGE 
Alsi 1 AIR/ER ARREZERS 


www.container.com 


1-800-221-3727 


AP Images 


Implosion of the Never, Never, Never 


TRUMP NEOCONS 


After extracting a pledge from Trump not to bolt the GOP for a third-party insurgency, 
neoconservative icons are advocating a third-party candidate. 


by William F. Jasper 


“No, not Trump, not ever.” 
— David Brooks, New York Times 


“T’m with her [Hillary].” 
— Mark Salter, speechwriter/author 


“Neither Clinton Nor Trump.” 
— William Kristol, Weekly Standard 


“It’s possible.” 
— GOP billionaire Charles Koch (on 
choosing Clinton over Trump) 


“Never Means Never.” 
— Ben Shapiro, dailywire.com 


ever means NEVER! Charles 
Krauthammer, William Kristol, 
Rich Lowry, Jonah Goldberg, 


Mary Matalin, and other assorted neo- 
conservative talking heads that populate 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


the pages of National Review, the Weekly 
Standard, and the Wall Street Journal, and 
that regularly hold forth on Fox News, are 
in ajam. So is House Speaker Paul Ryan, 
darling of the neocon set, along with most 
of the Republican Party establishment. 
Donald Trump’s May 3 primary victory 
in Indiana put them there. Or more accu- 
rately, their “Stop Trump — at all costs” 
obsession has put them there. 

After relentlessly hammering Trump on 
the necessity for party unity, and after ex- 
tracting a pledge from him not to bolt the 
GOP for a third-party insurgency should 
he lose the nomination, the neoconserva- 
tive icons are doing precisely that: bolting 
the party. Some of the GOP’s establish- 
ment pundits and politicos are so anti- 
Trump they’d rather help Hillary Clinton 
take the White House. 

The #NeverTrump naysayers are im- 
ploding — in several directions. The most 
extreme anti-Trumpers are saying they’Il 


switch parties and vote for Hillary. Oth- 
ers are trying to field Republican candi- 
dates to launch a third-party ticket. Other 
Never Trumpers say they’ll cross over to 
the Libertarian Party, which already has 
a national organization and ballot status 
in all 50 states. Still others are advocating 
staying in the GOP but refusing to vote 
in the presidential race. All of these op- 
tions defy their own unity pledge theme, 
of course, and also contribute toward an- 
other Clinton occupation, one that could 
complete the “transformation” of America 
envisioned by Barack Obama. 

Donald Trump all but sewed up the 
Republican Party nomination with his 
overwhelming victory in the Indiana 
primary on May 3. With his last remain- 
ing GOP contenders, Ted Cruz and John 
Kasich, having now dropped out, Trump 
appears to be unstoppable — barring 
GOP Convention shenanigans by party 
leaders in Cleveland (for more on that, 
see our article on page 10). This has the 
Never Trump forces, who have been 
frothing at the mouth over “The Donald” 
for months, ready to take even more des- 
perate measures. 

In an interview with Bloomberg News 
on May 5, longtime Republican strategist 
and chattering-class maven Mary Matalin 
announced that she had left the Republi- 
can Party and, earlier that day, registered 
as a Libertarian. 

In a follow-up interview on the Glenn 
Beck Radio Program on May 6, Matalin 
told Beck, “Everyone keeps saying that 
Trump hijacked the party. How about we 
left the keys in the car with the motor run- 
ning? It’s not a Jeffersonian, Madisonian 
representative republic — that’s not what 
the party represents anymore.” “I didn’t 
leave it, it left me,” Matalin added. 

However, Matalin, who is perhaps 
best known for being married to Bill and 
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Hillary Clinton hatchet man (and infa- 
mous TV ranter) James Carville, has for 
many years been supporting and defend- 
ing the indefensible, as represented by 
Republican leaders in the White House 
and Congress. 

In a May 6 column for Breitbart.com, 
Joel B. Pollak noted the lack of credibility 
in Matalin’s moral outrage over Trump, 
especially after her defenses of GOP lead- 
ers such as former House Majority Leader 
Tom DeLay and fundraiser/lobbyist Jack 
Abramoff. 

“Trump has his flaws,” wrote Pol- 
lak, “and, if his worst critics are to be 
believed, he could be even worse than 
DeLay or Abramoff (from whom Matalin 
also defended the GOP on Meet the Press). 
But the idea that they are tolerable with- 
in the Republican Party, while Trump is 
somehow contaminating to everyone on 
the Republican voter rolls, is not credible. 
If anything, they represent the cloistered 


world of Capitol cronies Trump’s voters 
hope he will sweep away. Perhaps Matalin 
is getting out while she can.” 

Speaking of Glenn Beck, Mary Mata- 
lin’s appearance on his radio show was 
but one of many jabs, stabs, and vitriolic 
attacks by the former Fox TV commenta- 
tor aimed at Trump. Like Matalin, Beck 
has been a fervent Ted Cruz supporter and 
has turned his radio show and his Internet 
site and TV show, The Blaze, into full-on 
pro-Cruz, anti-Trump platforms. In one of 
his quirkier attacks on Trump, Beck and 
members of his staff oiled their faces and 
then rubbed them in bowls of Cheetos to 
approximate Trump’s orange-ish, John 
Boehner-ish, perpetual tan. 

The day after Trump’s triumph in Indi- 
ana, Beck delivered his video epitaph for 
the Republican Party on The Blaze. Talk- 
ingPointsMemo.com (TPM) described 
the performance as a “slow motion break- 
down over Donald Trump as the presump- 


Republican, but not at all conservative: Mary Matalin, an establishment GOP strategist and TV 
commentator (shown with her husband, Democrat advisor James Carville), says Trump caused 


her to leave the Republican Party. 
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tive Republican presidential nominee.” 
Because of Trump, said Beck, “You will 
never elect another GOP person to high of- 
fice ever again.” 

The TPM story, entitled “Glenn Beck 
Melts Down Over Trump: We’ll ‘Never 
Have Another GOP Prez Ever Again,’” 
reported regarding Beck’s lengthy mono- 
logue/dirge: 


Beck, who campaigned for Sen. 
Ted Cruz (R-TX), reasoned Clinton 
would “legalize” as many voters 
as possible as President and mean- 
while, “the GOP is going to be com- 
pletely racist.” 

“You will never have another Re- 
publican President ever again,” he 
said. 

With Trump as the face of the 
party, Beck said he makes all Repub- 
licans “crony capitalists” and “pretty 
racist” by association, and repeatedly 
said he would not tolerate his chil- 
dren thinking he backed Trump. 


Bill Kristol’s Weak-kneed Standard 

It has come as no surprise that political 
gadfly and Weekly Standard editor Wil- 
liam Kristol used Trump’s Indiana win to 
formalize what he has been threatening 
to do for the past year, should Trump be 
the GOP’s presumptive nominee: start a 
third-party “insurgency.” 

In a Weekly Standard column entitled 
“Neither Clinton Nor Trump,” neocon 
guru Kristol said, “It was wrong to nomi- 
nate Donald Trump.” “The good news,” 
he says, “is that it is not too late to give 
Republican voters, a majority of whom 
have not supported Donald Trump in the 
primaries, an alternative. An independent 
Republican candidate can help prevent 
the conflation of the Republican party 
with Trump and of conservatism with 
Trumpism. Such a candidate could also 
appeal to many independents and some 
Democrats. He or she could win.” 

For the past year or so Kristol has been 
promoting a GOP presidential draft ticket 
featuring Senator Ben Sasse (R-Neb.) or 
former Senator Tom Coburn (R-Okla.). 
The Washington Post reported May 6 that 
Kristol had met the previous day with 
Mitt Romney to discuss a third-party run. 
According to Kristol, he is seeking Rom- 
ney’s financial and political support for 
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whichever candidate he is able to field, if 
Romney won’t make another run for the 
White House himself. 


The Neocon Con Job 

But let us digress for a moment. Since we 
have been using the “neoconservative” 
label here, it may behoove us to define 
and explain the term, before going further. 
Although the terms neoconservative/neo- 
conservatism/neocon have gradually en- 
tered the public discourse, there remains, 
in general, a rather foggy notion of their 
meaning. That is by design. THE NEW 
AMERICAN has covered this topic more ex- 
pansively in previous articles, but in short, 
here it is: The founding fathers of neocon- 
servatism were mostly hardcore leftists; 
many were Trotskyite communists who 
turned against Stalin but retained much of 
their socialist political ideology and left- 
wing social/cultural/moral affinities. 

With massive help from the Big 
Media/Big Foundations/Big Government 
axis, the relatively small clutch of mostly 
New York City-based neocon “intellec- 
tuals” were transformed, in the decades 
following World War II, into the spokes- 
men and strategists of the “conservative 
movement” and the Republican Party. 
They sounded like traditional conserva- 
tives and anti-communists, but they had 
a subversive agenda to usurp the mantle 
of conservatism and use it to pervert the 
constitutional structure and principles 
that are the foundation of our ordered 
liberty. 

But don’t take my word for it; some of 
the neocon leading lights have candidly 
confessed to (or boasted of) pulling off this 
massive deception. No less an authority 
than the late Irving Kristol, the recognized 
“godfather” of neoconservatism (and father 
of William Kristol), has provided many im- 
portant revelations in this respect. 

In his 1995 book Neoconservatism: The 
Autobiography of an Idea, Kristol wrote 
that neoconservatism 


describes the erosion of liberal faith 
among a relatively small but talent- 
ed and articulate group ... (which 
gradually gained more recruits) to- 
ward a more conservative point of 
view: conservative, but different in 
certain respects from the conserva- 
tism of the Republican party. We ... 
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He’s somewhat particular: William Kristol, neocon editor of the Weekly Standard and Fox News 
commentator (right), is friendly with liberal Democrats (as shown here with James Carville and 


Leon Panetta) but finds Donald Trump detestable. 


accepted the New Deal in principle, 
and had little affection for the kind 
of isolationism that then permeated 
American conservatism. 


The New Deal to which he refers, of course, 
is the statist Democrat regime of Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt, FDR, which is anath- 
ema to all true conservatives who aim to 
conserve decentralized, limited government 
power. Kristol reiterated this important 
claim in The Neoconservative Persuasion: 
Selected Essays 1942-2009, (published in 
2013), noting that FDR is one of neocon- 
servatism’s “twentieth-century heroes.” 
Kristol acknowledges that neoconservatism 
and traditional or classical conservatism are 
very different from one another. “Neocons,” 
he wrote, “feel at home in today’s America 
to a degree that more traditional conserva- 
tives do not.” Neoconservatism, he says, en- 
dorses “the welfare state,” as well as “social 
security, unemployment insurance, some 
form of national health insurance, some 
kind of family assistance plan, etc.” 

Neoconservatives, according to Kristol, 
don’t seek to “destroy the welfare state, 
but ... rather reconstruct it along more 
economical and humane lines.” 

Notice the reference above to “some 
form of national health insurance”? Kris- 
tol and the neocons were promoting this 


socialist idea decades before HillaryCare, 
Romneycare, and ObamaCare! 

Although neocons pay lip service to pro- 
life, pro-family issues to attract evangeli- 
cal Protestant and Catholic support (and 
some neocons may actually hold to these 
views), as a whole, neocons are more or 
less “at home” with abortion, homosexual- 
ity, pornography, etc. — and with the poli- 
ticians, judges, and pundits who normalize 
these destructive, criminal activities. They 
also are “at home” with gun control, inter- 
nationalism, the United Nations, perpetual 
foreign wars, Orwellian surveillance-state 
policies, and the tyranny of the centralized 
regulatory state. 

Neocons for gun control? Charles Krau- 
thammer certainly is, and he’s arguably 
the most influential neocon, with a promi- 
nent daily platform on Fox News and full 
access to the editorial pages of the Wash- 
ington Post and New York Times, global- 
ist bastions that are off-limits to genuine 
conservatives. 

His April 5, 1996 op-ed entitled “Disarm 
the Citizenry, But Not Yet,” for the rabidly 
anti-gun Washington Post, is worthy of 
Nancy Pelosi, Chuck Schumer, or Hillary 
Clinton. “It is simply crazy for a country 
as modern, industrial, advanced and now 
crowded as the United States to carry on its 
frontier infatuation with guns,” Krautham- 
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CHARLES KRAUTHAMMER 
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A leading neoconservative: Charles Krauthammer, anti-Trump neocon columnist and Fox News 
commentator, is pro-abortion, pro-gun control, pro-illegal alien amnesty, and pro-TPP. 


mer wrote. “Ultimately,” he opined, “a civi- 
lized society must disarm its citizenry if it is 
to have a modicum of domestic tranquility 
of the kind enjoyed in sister democracies 
like Canada and Britain.” 

Oh yes, and he’s also pro-abortion and 
favors using discarded embryos (babies) 
for embryonic stem-cell research. And 
he’s a longtime member of the global- 
ist Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), 
where he pens articles for their pro-world 
government journal Foreign Affairs. No 
wonder the liberal-left mavens of Big 
Media love him and have anointed him as 
the “voice” and “conscience” of the con- 
servative movement! David Brooks of the 
New York Times says Krauthammer is “the 
most important conservative columnist,” 
while MSNBC host Joe Scarborough has 
called him “without a doubt the most pow- 
erful force in American conservatism.” 
The London-based Financial Times has 
referred to him as the most influential 
commentator in America. It’s very useful 
to be able to establish and promote your 
own controlled opposition, yes? 

In The Essential Neoconservative 
Reader, editor Mark Gerson triumphantly 
noted: “The neoconservatives have so 
changed conservatism that what we now 
identify as conservatism is largely what 
was once neoconservatism. And in so 
doing, they have defined the way that vast 
numbers of Americans view their econo- 
my, their polity, and their society.” 

It is important to keep all of the above 
in mind when evaluating the many neocon 
claims that Trump is not a true conserva- 
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tive, and particularly their charges that he 
will not follow the Constitution. In fact, 
I will agree with them on many of these 
points, but they are hardly in a position to 
pose as constitutional champions, having 
promoted, supported, defended, and popu- 
larized the politicians, laws, and policies 
that have mangled, eviscerated, and sub- 
verted our constitutional system. 


Dump Trump for Hillary? 
Neoconservative Mark Salter is not an ev- 
eryday name to the average voter, but he is 
well known inside the D.C. Beltway, most 
notably as former chief of staff to Senator 
John McCain (R-Ariz) and as senior advisor 
to McCain’s failed 2008 presidential cam- 
paign. He’s gone further than most GOP 
establishment regulars in rejecting Donald 
Trump — going all the way to saying he’s 
backing Hillary Clinton. Following Trump’s 
Indiana victory, Salter adopted Clinton’s 
“[’m With Her” campaign slogan, tweeting: 
“The GOP is going to nominate for Presi- 
dent a guy who reads the National Enquirer 
and thinks it’s on the level. I’m with her.” 
Of course, Mark Salter’s former boss, 
John McCain, has supported numerous 
Democrat Party/Big Government pro- 
grams advocated by Clinton (most no- 
tably, perhaps, illegal alien amnesty and 
every other effort to assist the subversive 
open borders movement), so his “defec- 
tion” to Hillary is no major shock. 
However, Kansas billionaire Charles 
Koch is raising some eyebrows. Koch, 
who has some of the GOP’s deepest 
pockets, has said that “it’s possible” he 


may choose Clinton over Trump, if that’s 
the choice in November. 


Never, Never, Never Trumpers 

While some former anti-Trumpers have 
now endorsed him — Governor Bobby 
Jindal, Dr. Ben Carson, Mike Huckabee, 
and Sarah Palin, for instance — a much 
longer list of establishment Republicans 
refuse to do so, with some adding very 
public denouncements of Trump. Most, 
though, have not yet revealed which of the 
above opposition options they will choose. 
Among the prominent GOP politicians who 
continue to oppose Trump are former Pres- 
idents George H. W. Bush and George W. 
Bush, former Florida Governor (and presi- 
dential aspirant) Jeb Bush, House Speaker 
Paul Ryan, Arizona Senator John McCain, 
South Carolina Senator Lindsey Graham, 
former New York Governor George Pa- 
taki, former Pennsylvania Governor and 
former Secretary of Homeland Security 
Tom Ridge, former New Jersey Governor 
Christine Todd Whitman, and former Mas- 
sachusetts Governor Mitt Romney. 

A passel of Republican/neocon pundits 
and writers have taken the #Never Trump 
pledge. After scribbling and babbling for 
decades in support of previous Republican 
administrations that have taken us to the 
edge of the abyss with unconstitutional 
and immoral polices and legislation, these 
alleged “voices” of conservatism — large- 
ly emanating from the National Review- 
Weekly Standard-Fox News orbit — have 
now discovered a conscience that tells 
them a Trump presidency would be be- 
yond the pale. They include George Will 
and Jennifer Rubin, columnists and com- 
mentators at the Washington Post; Jonah 
Goldberg, Mona Charen, Rich Lowry, 
Linda Chavez, and David French, Nation- 
al Review writers and TV commentators; 
Bill Kristol, Fred Barnes, Stephen Hayes, 
Jim Swift, Mark Hemingway, and Max 
Boot (Senior Fellow at the Council on 
Foreign Relations) at the Weekly Standard; 
and David Brooks and Peter Wehner, 
New York Times contributing writers. 

Whatever faults, foibles, weaknesses, 
and warts Trump may have — and he has 
many — we would do well to ignore his 
critics who have been defending and pro- 
moting for decades the gradual destruction 
of our Republic under the cloak of neocon- 
servatism. 
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Price Controls Are Popular but Wrong, 
MORALLY AND ECONOMICALLY 


Most Americans believe there are times when government should control the prices and 
availability of goods and services, but they wouldn't if they realized the harm done. 


by Steve Byas 


riting in his classic book Eco- 
nomics in One Lesson, Henry 
Hazlitt — journalist and econo- 


mist of the Austrian school of economics — 
gave a lucid explanation of the problem with 
minimum-wage laws. “We cannot distribute 
more wealth than is created,” he wrote, add- 
ing, “Real wages come out of production, 
not out of government decrees.” 

A long, long history of government de- 
crees in this area reveals insights into the 
effects of such laws. In ancient Babylon, 
King Hammurabi decreed the politically 
correct wage level for field laborers, herds- 
men, potters, tailors, carpenters, rope mak- 
ers, and others. As Robert Schuettinger 
and Eamonn Butler commented on this 
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ancient effort at minimum-wage laws in 
their book Forty Centuries of Wage and 
Price Controls, “It appears that the very 
people who were supposed to benefit 
from the Hammurabi wage and price re- 
strictions were driven out of the market 
by those and other statutes.” 

Likewise, in the days of the Roman 
Empire, the Emperor Diocletian expe- 
rienced similar results. He attempted to 
simply decree, under penalty of death, 
certain controlled wages and prices be- 
cause merchants were raising prices, caus- 
ing upward pressure on wages. Though 
prices were rising because Diocletian had 
debased the Roman currency, leading to 
its drop in value, like a typical politician 
we might meet in our century, he placed 
the blame for rising prices on sellers and 


Good, there are goods: The free enterprise 
system — which is just another word for 
liberty — working through a price system, 
allocates goods and services to us in greater 
quantities than any government-run or 
government-managed economic system 
possibly could. 


speculators in the empire. To remedy the 
supposed problem, Diocletian issued his 
edict in 301 A.D. The edict covered more 
than a thousand individual wages and pric- 
es, from the price of beer to the wages of 
reading teachers. 

Edward Gibbon, writing in The Decline 
and Fall of the Roman Empire, explained 
the results: “The consequences might have 
been foreseen and were soon felt. The im- 
perial wheat was purchased by the rich 


21 


Serving or scalping? Ticket brokers — derided as 


merchants; the proprietors of land, or of 
corn [grain] withheld from that city the ac- 
customed supply, and the small quantities 
that appeared in the market were secretly 
sold at an advanced and illegal price.” 
Government can no more repeal the 
laws of supply and demand — which de- 
termine the prices of products and labor 
(wages) and the price of money (interest 
rates) — than it can repeal the law of grav- 
ity. They cannot make 2 + 2 =5 by a law. 
The law of demand states that the de- 
mand for a product varies inversely with 
its price. If the price of a product is high, 
the quantities demanded will be low. If 
prices are low, the quantities demanded 
will be high. On the other hand, the law 
of supply says that the quantity of a prod- 
uct offered for sale varies directly with its 
price. Therefore, if the prices/profits are 
high, suppliers will offer greater quantities 
for sale. And if the prices/profits are low, 
they will offer smaller quantities for sale. 
Keeping the above laws in mind, we can 
predict with unerring accuracy the results 
of any government price control: Interfer- 
ence with the price-system method of al- 
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“scalpers” by those who believe these 
entrepreneurs should simply resell their tickets at below-market prices, actually provide a service 
to society of bringing together buyers and sellers. 


location of resources inevitably leads to 
distortions, in some cases shortages, and 
in other cases, surpluses. 

In Economics in One Lesson, Hazlitt 
made this point: “There is no point in 
assuming a price control that would fix 
prices exactly where a free market would 
place them in any case. That would be the 
same as having no price control at all.” In 
other words, any government price control 
is essentially a lie — it is stating that a 
product or service has a value either above 
or below what exists if a free people deter- 
mined its price in the free market. Hazlitt 
presented an example of a price control 
below the market price. “Now we cannot 
hold the price of any commodity below 
its market level without in time bringing 
about two consequences. The first is to 
increase the demand for that commodity. 
Because the commodity is now cheaper, 
people are both tempted to buy, and can 
afford to buy, more of it. The second con- 
sequence is to reduce the supply of that 
commodity. Because people buy more, 
the accumulated supply is more quickly 
taken from the shelves of merchants. But 


Fortunately, the sad experiment in price controls 
ended, but not before it led to severe suffering by 
Washington’s army, which was short on footwear, 
food, and many other supplies. 
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in addition to this, production of that com- 
modity is discouraged. Profit margins are 
reduced or are wiped out. The marginal 
producers are driven out of business.” 
Thus, a shortage is produced. 

Authors Schuettinger and Butler 
provide multiple examples of govern- 
ment price controls leading to shortages 
throughout history, all over the world, 
from ancient times to the modern era. Dur- 
ing the American War for Independence, 
the Pennsylvania Legislature attempted to 
“help” the Continental Army under Gen- 
eral George Washington, which was in 
winter quarters at Valley Forge. They leg- 
islated price controls on those commodi- 
ties needed for use by the army. Farmers, 
believing the price was too low, refused 
to bring their produce to market. Sadly, 
some Americans resorted to selling food 
to the British, who paid in gold, not in 
inflated Continental dollars. Fortunately, 
the sad experiment in price controls ended, 
but not before it led to severe suffering by 
Washington’s army, which was short on 
footwear, food, and many other supplies. 

Despite the ample evidence of the del- 
eterious effects of such controls on prices, 
politicians continued to propose them. 
During the Great Depression, President 
Franklin Roosevelt led Congress to create 
the National Recovery Administration. 
The NRA proposed the cartelization of 
industry, with suppliers in various indus- 
tries setting price floors instead of ceil- 
ings. Such price floors were based upon 
the thesis that the way to come out of the 
Depression was to drive up wages and 
prices, which many supposed intellectual 
giants of the day believed was a sign of 
prosperity. This did not originate with the 
Democrat Roosevelt presidency, but was 
rather an expansion of the concept pushed 
by the previous Republican Hoover ad- 
ministration. 

Soon after the October 1929 stock mar- 
ket crash, Hoover held a series of confer- 
ences, at which he extracted assurances 
from most major business leaders to not 
lower wages. Hoover desired to keep “pur- 
chasing power” high, but the results were 
predictable — a surplus of labor was cre- 
ated because of the high price of workers, 
leading to rising unemployment. 

Roosevelt repeated Hoover’s mistaken 
notion, with the NRA, and thus contrib- 
uted to the unnecessary prolonging of the 
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Depression. The NRA’s codes, designed to 
keep prices and wages high, had the ef- 
fect of law, as an unfortunate tailor, Jack 
Magid, found out. He was jailed for charg- 
ing 35 cents to press a suit, when the NRA 
code required a floor of 40 cents. 

Most financially astute individuals un- 
derstand the general concept of free mar- 
ket prices. Few want the government to 
set all prices, but far too many are under 
the illusion that government can some- 
how simply dictate prices, at least in some 
situations, that are “fairer” than what one 
finds in a free market. 

Among the more “popular” price con- 
trols are rent controls, laws against “price 
gouging,” laws against “ticket scalping,” 
and laws controlling interest rates. But 
“popular” doesn’t indicate “pain free.” 


Rent Controls 
As Hazlitt writes, “Rent control is initially 
imposed on the argument that the supply 
of housing is not ‘elastic’? — i.e., that a 
housing shortage cannot be immediately 
made up, no matter how high rents are 
allowed to rise.” This leads rent-control 
advocates to argue that government, by 
forbidding increases in rents, protects ten- 
ants from extortion and exploitation. 

But there are negatives. Hazlitt ex- 
plained that, by holding the price of hous- 


ing below the market price, rent control 
“encourages wasteful use of space. It dis- 
criminates in favor of those who already 
occupy houses or apartments in a particu- 
lar city or region at the expense of those 
who find themselves on the outside.” 

Because profits under controls are so 
small, there is little incentive to build new 
housing, and so new housing construction 
is delayed, thus exacerbating the housing 
shortage. As well, landlords are not encour- 
aged to make improvements or repairs, and 
the existing property deteriorates. Eventu- 
ally, the property may even be abandoned 
altogether, since the owner is either making 
no money on it, or it is such a small profit 
that it is not worth the “headache.” 

If rents are allowed to rise in response 
to a housing shortage, however, space is 
made available. After the 1906 San Fran- 
cisco earthquake, no price controls were 
imposed on housing, and the free market 
quickly took care of the situation. In the 
first edition of the San Francisco Chron- 
icle after the disaster, which left 225,000 
homeless, no mention is made of a hous- 
ing shortage. As Schuettinger and Butler 
demonstrate, “The classified advertise- 
ments listed 64 offers (some for more than 
one dwelling) of flats and houses for rent, 
and 19 houses for sale, against five adver- 
tisements of flats or houses wanted.” 
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Breaking economic laws: Price-gouging laws interfere with the signals the free market sends to 
suppliers, delaying the time that the workings of supply and demand will take to eliminate shortages. 
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The same economic truisms hold true 
in the case of temporary shortages caused 
by storms or natural disasters — and 
“price gouging.” (Price gouging is when 
sellers raise the price of goods a suppos- 
edly inordinate amount in response to an 
emergency.) 


Price Gouging 

Like rent controls in cities, claims are 
made that price-gouging laws are a need- 
ed exception to the normal workings of 
the free market. Oklahoma is known for 
its frequent tornadoes, and after the May 
3, 1999 tornadoes struck the state, caus- 
ing particularly heavy loss of life and 
extensive property damage in several cit- 
les, a price-gouging statute was enacted. 
It prohibited an increase in excess of 10 
percent on the price of most goods and 
services when a state of emergency has 
been declared. 

Other states have similar laws. 

As I reported in my October 21, 2013 
article in THE NEW AMERICAN in which I 
focused on “The Price of Price-gouging 
Laws,” these laws get used. Following a 
December 2008 ice storm, then-Oklaho- 
ma Attorney General Drew Edmondson 
discovered that La Quinta Inns had com- 
mitted “price-gouging.” Edmondson was 
indignant at La Quinta for supposedly 
overcharging consumers, as much as $20 
per night. For these violations, the hotel 
chain agreed to pay the state $50,000, to 
be used for “consumer protection enforce- 
ment activities,” and provide some free 
lodging to those eligible. 

Edmondson lamented in 2010, “Unfor- 
tunately, there are a few people who look 
to profit from someone else’s tragedy.” Of 
course, if one eliminated all occupations 
that “profit” from another person’s trag- 
edy, then physicians, nurses, pharmacists, 
roofers, plumbers, electricians, funeral 
home directors, ambulance drivers, trial 
lawyers, and politicians would have to 
look for different lines of work. 

The argument for such laws is that 
some people will not be able to afford to 
buy necessary goods if prices go too high 
in an emergency, contending that this is 
“taking advantage” of people and is some- 
how morally wrong. But the greater harm 
is the shortage resulting from laws man- 
dating below-market prices. 

Common complaints after a tornado 
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Not only do our erstwhile nannies want to protect us 


personal experiences with so-called price 


from market forces, they want to prohibit transactions 


that are completely voluntary by all parties involved. 
Perhaps among the silliest laws imposed by local 
governments are those that prohibit someone with 
sports or entertainment tickets from reselling those 


tickets at a profit. 


are that the rebuilding of homes and the 
removal of fallen trees take too long. But 
delays are aggravated by price-gouging 
laws, not alleviated by the laws, which do 


not allow the price of build- 
ing supplies or labor costs to 
rise to their market level. 

To repair or rebuild hous- 
es takes building materials, 
which quickly run in short 
supply, owing partially to the 
fact that prices of the materi- 
als were held artificially low 
by government regulations. To 
resupply lumberyards at low 
prices, materials would nor- 
mally be shipped in by train 
because trains use very little 
fuel to carry goods. So lum- 
beryards will generally be fully 
restocked when train schedules 
allow. If, however, prices are 
allowed to rise to meet market 
demand, lumber retailers will 
willingly pay to have supplies 
brought in by truck — the more 
expensive option — even from 
great distances, because they 
are allowed to charge enough 
to make the shipping charges 
worth it. 

This increase in the sup- 
ply would then have the salu- 
tary effect of driving prices 
back down. Price-gouging 
laws eliminate this option. 
Of course, if one preferred 
to wait a few more months to 
have a house built, then that 
person would not need to pay 
these higher prices. 

Getting rid of fallen trees 
requires manpower and a 
specific set of tools, such as 
chainsaws. And again, if the 
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gouging after natural disasters. 


My second story is set just after 
Hurricane Hugo devastated South 
Carolina and Charlotte in 1989. My 
next-door neighbor then worked for 
a construction company in Raleigh. 
The day after the storm, I saw him 


packing up his pickup truck with a 
chain saw and other tools. “I’m tak- 
ing the day off,” he said, “and driving 


prices rise high enough, people will fill 
the need. Jason Hood, writing for Rea- 
son.com, explained in the article entitled 
“Natural Disasters: Gouge Away” his 


Say hello to slums: When rent controls make profit margins low or even 
non-existent, rental-property owners have little incentive to invest in the 
upkeep of their properties, allowing them to deteriorate. 


to Charlotte.” He had heard that one 
could make really good money cut- 
ting trees and clearing debris. 

Was he taking advantage of a di- 


saster? In a sense, of course 
he was. But if there were 
no prospect of making 
more money in Charlotte 
than at his job in Raleigh, 
he would have stayed put 
— thus reducing by one the 
number of skilled workers 
helping clean up Charlotte. 
Most people can’t afford 
to take unpaid holidays 
and volunteer their time, 
or sell products below 
cost, or transport products 
from distant climes with- 
out compensation. (An 
aside: North Carolina’s 
governor eliminated this 
barrier to compassion for 
state employees by giving 
them the week after the 
hurricane off, with pay. 
That meant that the rest of 
us had to pay millions of 
dollars in salaries to state 
employees out cleaning up 
their yards during the day- 
time, while we cleaned up 
our yards after work and 
on weekends.) 


The Foundation for Eco- 
nomic Education’s article en- 
titled “On Price Gouging: Is 
It Fair to Raise Prices After a 
Natural Disaster?” explains 
that the negative effects of 
price-gouging laws run pretty 
much across the board, using 
the price of bottled water as 
an example. 
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Hated: Few businesses are as unpopular as “payday lenders,” but without them, the poor would 


often have no one to lend them any money at all. 


The article explains that when infra- 
structure gets damaged and drinkable tap 
water becomes unattainable, many people 
become angry when bottled water prices 
skyrocket, yet if the prices didn’t jump, 
most people would not be able to acquire 
bottled water at all. 

The reasons for this are several: Many 
roads are closed, hindering new sup- 
plies; without high prices, the market is 
not responsive to the needs of the citizens 
because high prices signal high need; 
people buy more than they absolutely 
need (essentially hoarding), because long 
lines, rather than high prices, tell them 
that there is a scarcity; because prices are 
not high, people aren’t as careful with the 
product’s use as they should be and es- 
sentially waste it; and black market prices 
will be higher than would be the prices if 
stores were allowed to sell the product at 
an inflated price. 

The article also questions whether long 
lines are a more fair way to ration products 
among a populace than are prices, and it 
points out that the time spent in lines waiting 
for scarce goods and driving to find goods 
ought to be counted as a cost, as should be 
the stress that arises from the search. If those 
are counted as costs, price-gouging laws re- 
ally don’t reduce costs at all. 

Interestingly, many of those who would 
complain about a retailer selling gasoline 
for prices much higher than they paid for 


Call 1-800-727-TRUE to subscribe today! 


the gasoline don’t hold themselves to the 
same standards. When those complainers 
put their houses on the market after their 
houses’ values have appreciated for years 
— say, from $200,000 to $275,000 — they 
make no complaint. The price they paid 
for the house did not change, but they have 
no guilt about “gouging” a young couple 
wanting to buy their house. 

The consequences of price-gouging 
statutes are many and harsh, but they don’t 
dissuade many politicians from enacting 
them and acting on them. When Greg 
Abbott, now the Republican governor of 
Texas, was attorney general in 2010, he 
promised, “We are prepared to act quickly 
if gas prices in a Governor-declared di- 
saster area spike beyond what the normal 
market forces set.” 

Ironically, Abbott’s phraseology shows 
him contradicting himself: Disasters such 
as hurricanes, tornadoes, droughts, or even 
terrorist attacks are “normal market forc- 
es” to which prices react in a free market. 
Prices are the language of the marketplace. 
They communicate to sellers and buyers 
alike that a new normal has arrived. Fol- 
lowing a disaster, the supply of a product 
has typically declined, and the demand has 
typically increased. This means that the 
price should rise. When the price is not al- 
lowed to increase to this new market price, 
an acute shortage is quickly transformed 
into a chronic shortage. 


Ticket Scalping and Payday Lenders 
Not only do our erstwhile nannies want to 
protect us from market forces, they want 
to prohibit transactions that are completely 
voluntary by all parties involved. Perhaps 
among the silliest laws imposed by local 
governments are those that prohibit some- 
one with sports or entertainment tickets 
from reselling those tickets at a profit. 
Brutal language — ticket scalping — is 
used to describe this supposedly nefarious 
practice. A person who wants to resell his 
ticket is not allowed to sell that ticket to a 
person who wants to buy the ticket. 

Amazingly, many who decry ticket sell- 
ers for making money on a ticket have no 
concern about people forced to sell their 
tickets at a loss or those ticket holders who 
are stuck with tickets that cannot be resold 
for any price. 

In many instances, sidewalk “ticket 
brokers” provide a valuable service to a 
ticket holder who is unable to attend the 
event. Rather than stand around waiting to 
sell a ticket directly to another person who 
is going to use the ticket himself, the ticket 
holder can sell the ticket, albeit generally 
at a loss, to a sidewalk salesman. The bro- 
ker is actually performing a service for 
those who do not want to or cannot wait 
to make the sale personally. 

Walter Block addressed this issue in De- 
fending the Undefendable: “Consider a typ- 
ical first-come, first-served (FCFS) meth- 
od, since this is the type of system most 
widely used and the one usually thought to 
be ‘fair.’ Though tickets are not scheduled 
to be sold until 10:00 a.m. of the day of the 
event, hopeful customers line up outside 
the box office long before. Some join the 
line at the crack of dawn; some even begin 
the night before. FCFS is thus discrimina- 
tory against those who find waiting in line 
particularly onerous, those who cannot take 
a day off from work to wait in line, or those 
who cannot afford to hire servants or chauf- 
feurs to wait in line for them.” 

Other business people who are vili- 
fied and regulated for offering a service 
are payday money lenders. Payday lend- 
ers are widely accused of drawing poor 
people into debt by charging “exorbitant” 
interest rates. Many American Christians 
even regard payday lending a sin. 

Barrett Duke, the vice president for 
public policy of the Southern Baptist 
Convention’s Ethics and Religious Lib- 
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erty Commission, wanted to cap interest 
rates at an annual percentage rate of 36 
percent, the same as for federal loans to 
military members: “If it’s good enough for 
the military, that interest rate cap should 
be good enough for everyone.” 

Tom Strode of the Baptist Press claimed, 
“Payday lending, as it is commonly known, 
often draws poor people into a debt trap by 
charging exorbitant, and often misleading, 
interest rates. Though an interest rate may 
be portrayed by a lender as 15 percent, for 
instance, it actually is only for a two-week 
period until a person’s next payday. The 
annual interest rate typically is about 400 
percent, making it extremely difficult for a 
borrower to repay the loan.” 

Lenders with high interest rates are ac- 
cused of “predatory lending.” However, in 
almost all cases, the business relationship 
is initiated by the borrower, not the lender. 

Finally, Stephen Reeves, associate co- 
ordinator for partnerships and advocacy 
of the Cooperative Baptist Fellowship, 
added, ““We want to show you that Chris- 
tians widely agree that the laws and regu- 
lations should protect against expensive 
interest and loans that cannot be repaid.” 

It is amazing that Reeves would con- 
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Government prices: Payday lenders make easy targets for the passage of popular laws, 


tend payday lenders are making loans 
“that cannot be repaid,” since lenders 
could not stay in business if they made 
very many loans “that cannot be repaid.” 
In fact, those would not be loans, but gifts. 
But of course, that is not what Reeves is 
saying. He is arguing that borrowers can- 
not pay back the entire loan all at once, 
because of the “excessive” interest rates. 

But contemplate what would happen if 
these Christian leaders got their way and 
“government caps” were instituted on inter- 
est rates. Block asked readers of Defending 
the Undefendable to “imagine the results of 
a law which prohibits usury, which can be 
defined as charging a rate of interest higher 
than the law-maker approves of. Since the 
poor and not the rich pay the higher inter- 
est rate, the law would have its first effects 
on them. The effect would be to hurt the 
poor.” While the law appears “designed to 
protect the poor from having to pay high 
interest rates,” Block argues “in reality it 
would really make it impossible for them 
to borrow money at all!” 

In most cases, the loans are taken out for 
necessities of life — food, rent payments, 
electric bills, car payments — and if they 
could have obtained the money another 
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allowing the government to set interest rates (another form of price control). But if it is 
considered a good thing for government to set one price, why not allow the government to set 
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way, one presumes they would have done 
so. In other words, if the payday lender did 
not exist (and with government price con- 
trols below the market price they just might 
not), the poor person would not be able to, 
say, make a car payment that month. And if 
his car was repossessed, he couldn’t get to 
work. If he lost his job, it would probably 
be a bigger concern than paying back $230 
for a $200 loan. Similarly a loan to pay the 
electric bill would be cheaper than getting 
the electricity re-connected. 

It should be clearly understood that 
most poor people who take out payday 
loans are huge credit risks. They often 
have no collateral, so the lender must 
“trust” the borrower to pay back the loan. 
Block explains, “One is hardly a victim of 
a moneylender if one has agreed to repay 
a loan, and then reneges on the contractual 
promise. On the contrary, the moneylender 
is the victim of the borrower.” 

Simply put, if the interest rates charged 
by payday lenders were controlled below 
the true market price, then the payday 
lender would make fewer loans, and may 
even do something else for a living. 

Also, assertions arguing that the annual 
interest rate of a two-week payday loan is 
400 percent are nonsensical, unless the 
person intends to pay the $200 back over 
the span of a year. 

While these laws against “excessive 
interest rates, ticket-scalping, price- 
gouging,” and the like are promoted by 
vote-seeking politicians and accepted by 
the general public largely uninformed as 
to their actual effects, the expanse and 
use of these price controls is fortunately 
limited. What is dangerous about these 
laws is they leave the impression that 
government can, by decree, alter the nat- 
ural workings of the free market in such a 
way as to benefit the public. Sadly, many 
will conclude that since the free market 
does not work well during a disaster, or 
for poor borrowers, or other “special” 
situations, we shouldn’t even have a free 
market at all. 

Barrett Duke of the Southern Baptist 
Convention hinted as much, when he said 
that interest-rate caps should be in place 
“for everyone.” However, price controls all 
have negative effects, and spreading them 
throughout the economy would just spread 
the negative effects, and do even more 
damage to the economy and our liberty. Hl 
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Ryan the RINO? 


Is this politician for me? As part of a series of articles, we give the backgrounds and voting 
records of some noteworthy U.S. politicians — both good and bad — in the 2016 election. 
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by Charles Scaliger 


ton have been watching the Trump 

campaign with bated breath, hoping 
against hope that one of their own could 
blunt the brash billionaire’s momentum. As 
rival after rival fell by the wayside along 
the electoral trail, the GOP establishment 
considered another tack: draft a Washing- 
ton insider unsullied by the mudslinging of 
this electoral primary season, and send him 
into the fray on a figurative white charger to 
unite the party faithful and cast out Trump 
and his insurgent legions. The choice for 
a white knight, to the GOP establishment, 
was clear: Speaker of the House Paul Ryan, 
the mild-mannered, consensus-building 
congressman from Wisconsin, known far 
and wide as Mitt Romney’s 2012 vice- 
presidential running mate. 

Ryan, as it turned out, was not inter- 
ested in the job of Trump-spoiler, and re- 
turned to his thankless duties in the House. 
In characteristically cautious form, he de- 
clined to utter the sort of scathing condem- 


ve months, GOP insiders in Washing- 
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Congressman Paul Ryan, as the speaker of the house, has pushed spending bills and foreign policy 
actions causing many conservatives to view him as a RINO — Republican in name only. 


nations of Trump that have contributed to 
the rift between the Trump camp and the 
rest of the GOP. But neither did he offer 
his support. 

The plot thickened when, after the In- 
diana primary, Senator Ted Cruz, Trump’s 
only viable remaining rival in the primary 
race, withdrew, leaving Trump the pre- 
sumptive candidate. Once again, Ryan was 
in the spotlight, with the media and GOP 
allies wanting to know if he was willing to 
endorse Trump now that he was likely to 
be the GOP nominee. Ryan replied, in his 
usual tactful but telling way, “I’m just not 
ready to do that at this point. I’m not there 
right now.” He added that he considered 
the primary responsibility for unifying the 
GOP to rest on Donald Trump. 

The Trump campaign responded with 
characteristic bluntness when asked at 
a rally whether it hurt to have the leader 
of the Republican Party withhold his en- 
dorsement of Trump. Trump campaign 
manager Corey Lewandowski pointed at 
Trump and said, “That’s the leader of the 
Republican Party.” 


Within a few days, however, the Trump 
campaign adopted a more conciliatory 
posture. Donald Trump began making 
the rounds in Washington to seek sup- 
port from the GOP establishment he had 
so recently reviled — including GOP 
presidential candidates he had slighted. 
Among others, he met with Paul Ryan 
— and both men emerged from the con- 
fidential meeting committed to mending 
fences. While not yet ready to offer his 
endorsement, Ryan expressed optimism 
that Trump and his supporters would find 
much common ground with GOP conser- 
vatives, among whom Ryan numbers him- 
self. “We will have policy disputes. There 
is no two ways about that,” Ryan told the 
press. “The question is, can we unify on 
the common core principles that make our 
party? And I’m very encouraged that the 
answer to that question is yes.” 

Coming from Paul Ryan, a statement 
such as this is a signal on behalf of the 
Republican establishment that they are 
open to welcoming Trump into their 
ranks. But of Ryan himself — in contrast 
to Trump — Americans know little, out- 
side of his vice presidential candidacy 
and his rise to the House speakership to 
replace John Boehner last fall. Unlike 
Trump, Paul Ryan’s life has not played 
out on national television, and his person- 
ality is devoid of the flamboyance that 
has made Trump a folk hero and media 
star. But within the Beltway, Paul Ryan, 
as the ranking member of the House of 
Representatives, wields an enormous 
amount of power. His gavel can set the 
agenda by determining which bills get 
debated, which issues get a hearing, and 
which spending projects get priority. 
Once upon a time, when the letter of the 
U.S. Constitution was still respected, the 
speaker of the house — as the leader of 
the body that holds the purse strings — 
was the most powerful figure in Wash- 
ington. And like every other member of 
the House, Paul Ryan’s career and voting 
record speak for themselves. 
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Cruising Through Congress 
Paul Davis Ryan was born in 1970 in 
Janesville, Wisconsin, at the same time 
that Mitt Romney, his future presidential 
running mate, was a newlywed student at 
Brigham Young University. Although he 
was a high-achieving student and athlete, 
Ryan’s youth was marred by the death of 
his father, whom Ryan discovered dead in 
his bed from a heart attack when he was 
16. He went to college at Miami of Ohio 
to major in economics and political sci- 
ence. There, a libertarian professor, Rich- 
ard Hart, introduced him to the writings of 
Friedrich Hayek, Ayn Rand, Ludwig von 
Mises, and Milton Friedman. Hart also ac- 
quainted Ryan with National Review, Wil- 
liam F. Buckley’s magazine that served as 
the mouthpiece for the conservative and 
neoconservative establishment. 

Thanks to a recommendation from Hart, 
Ryan secured work as a summer intern 
with Wisconsin Senator Bob Kasten (who 
at last reckoning had endorsed Donald 
Trump and become a member of Trump’s 
foreign policy advisory team). 

After graduation, Ryan stayed on in 
Washington, first as a legislative aide to 
Senator Kasten and later (after Kasten’s 
1992 loss to Russ Feingold) as a speech- 
writer for the conservative advocacy group 
Empower America. Jack Kemp, one of the 
founders of Empower America, became 
Ryan’s mentor during that time. In 1995, 
Ryan signed on with Kansas Senator Sam 
Brownback as legislative director, where 
he worked for two more years before re- 
turning to Wisconsin. 

By 1997 Ryan, a fifth-generation Wis- 
consinite, had decided to represent his 
home state in Congress. He ran successful- 
ly for office in 1998, when he was elected 
representative in Wisconsin’s First District 
at the age of 28. At the time of his inau- 
guration, Ryan was the second-youngest 
member of the House. 
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Playing nice: Since becoming the presumptive Republican nominee for president, Donald Trump 
has tried to smooth the Republican feathers he ruffled while campaigning, including Paul Ryan’s. 
If Trump is not suitably humble, the party may hold back on funding his presidential run. 


Two years after his election to Congress, 
Ryan married a tax attorney from Oklaho- 
ma named Janna Little, and the two have 
subsequently produced three children. 

In his 18 years in the House, Ryan has 
become known as a consensus builder to 
his allies and a saboteur of limited govern- 
ment to his detractors. This electoral cycle, 
he faces a strong primary opponent in busi- 
nessman Paul Nehlen, a flamboyant Tea 
Party endorsee and Trump supporter who 
has portrayed Ryan as complicit in the de- 
cline of Wisconsin’s manufacturing base. 

Ryan’s legislative record is a mixed bag, 
to say the least. Once an ardent student of 
Ayn Rand and von Mises, Ryan seems 
to have retreated more than a little from 
the ideals of limited government and free 
market capitalism he once wholeheartedly 
espoused. Ryan’s Freedom Index score, 
as tabulated over the years by THE NEW 
AMERICAN, is a tepid 58 percent, earned 
in no small measure because of his fond- 
ness for big spending bills — conservative 
campaign rhetoric notwithstanding. 

Fresh in constituents’ memories is Ry- 


Fresh in constituents’ memories is Ryan’s supporting 
vote for last December's H.R. 2029, a gargantuan 
omnibus appropriations bill that authorized $1.15 
trillion in spending for fiscal 2016. Included in the 
measure were a whole host of sops to congressional 


Democrats. 
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an’s supporting vote for last December’s 
H.R. 2029, a gargantuan omnibus appro- 
priations bill that authorized $1.15 trillion 
in spending for fiscal 2016. Included in 
the measure were a whole host of sops to 
congressional Democrats, such as contin- 
ued funding for President Obama’s 2012 
amnesty for illegal aliens, amnesty that 
allowed for illegal aliens to receive work 
permits and access to federal entitlements. 
Also included in the bill was funding for 
refugees from the Middle East and fund- 
ing for Planned Parenthood, the abortion 
provider recently caught red-handed at- 
tempting to traffic in body parts from 
aborted babies. In all, the bill raised dis- 
cretionary spending by five percent over 
the previous year. 

No sooner was H.R. 2029 passed than 
Ryan began lobbying members of the 
House Freedom Caucus — many of whom 
did not support his candidacy for speak- 
er — to garner support for still more big 
spending envisioned for fiscal 2017 and 
beyond. In February he met behind closed 
doors with members of the caucus, and 
encountered stiff resistance to his plans. 

Much of the rancor directed at Ryan 
was in response to his infamous compro- 
mise with Democrats in 2013 to lift the 
“sequester” caps on government spending, 
in place since 2009. That effort, a collabo- 
ration between Ryan and Senator Patty 
Murray (D-Wash.), one of the most liberal 
Democrats in Washington, opened anew 
the floodgates of spending and debt that 
had been kept mostly shut since the depths 
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of the Great Recession. The so-called Bi- 
partisan Budget Act of 2013 did not re- 
duce government spending, but instead 
hiked spending dramatically, and, while 
no new taxes as such were levied to pay 
for all the new goodies, airline fees were 
raised dramatically — which amounted to 
a tax increase, although called by a differ- 
ent name, as many Republican critics of 
the deal were quick to point out. By jet- 
tisoning the sequesters, the House GOP 
sent a clear signal to exultant Democrats. 
“[This plan] makes promises to the Ameri- 
can people that are false,” Congressman 
Raul Labrador (R-Idaho) pointed out at 
the time. “Today the Democrats realized 
they were right all along, that we would 
never hold the line on the sequester.” 

That deal, which effectively ended what 
little fiscal discipline Congress had man- 
aged to impose on itself in the wake of the 
Great Recession, was a major reason for 
skepticism among Freedom Caucus mem- 
bers about Ryan’s candidacy for speaker. 
And with the passage of H.R. 2029 (other- 
wise known by the unwieldy name of the 
Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2016) 
under Ryan’s leadership, their skepticism 
was borne out. 

Ryan is best-known legislatively for his 
advocacy of such omnibus big-spending 
bills, but he has also supported a wide 
array of other measures that are just as ob- 
jectionable on either fiscal or constitution- 
al grounds. In October 2015, Ryan voted 
in support of H.R. 1314, which eliminated 
the debt ceiling until March 2017, and also 
raised caps on discretionary spending for 
2016 and 2017. This piece of legislation, 
essentially a continuation of the sabotage 
of sequesters and the debt ceiling begun 
with the Bipartisan Budget Act of 2013, 
did little to endear Ryan to his more con- 
servative GOP House colleagues. 

Ryan voted on two separate occasions in 
June of 2015 to support Trade Promotion 
Authority (TPA, also known informally 
as “fast-track authority”), a measure that 
would give the president sole negotiating 
authority over foreign trade deals, includ- 
ing the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP), 
and would limit congressional oversight 
of such deals to an up-or-down vote on 
their entirety. Such authority, a popular 
panacea for Beltway gridlock, amounts to 
an unconstitutional delegation of author- 
ity from the legislative to the executive 
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branch. In the name of streamlining trade 
negotiations, many in Congress, including 
Paul Ryan, are apparently willing to cede 
to the president the authority to “regulate 
commerce with foreign nations,” as pro- 
vided for in the U.S. Constitution, Article 
1, Section 8. But perhaps this is not too 
surprising in light of the many other leg- 
islative powers granted Congress in that 
same section — such as the power to de- 
clare war — that have been in effect del- 
egated to the executive branch. 

In April 2015, Ryan, along with a large 
majority in the House, voted in favor of 
H.R. 1731 (the National Cybersecurity 
Protection Advancement Act of 2015), 
a measure that strengthened the already 
considerable unconstitutional powers 
of surveillance given to the Department 
of Homeland Security. In this case, the 
Homeland Security’s National Cyberse- 
curity Communication and Integration 
Center was designated the sole federal 
agency to handle information on alleged 
cybersecurity threats to public and private 
networks. As Congressman Justin Amash 
(R-Mich.) pointed out on the House floor 
with reference to this and another allied 
cybersecurity bill, “These bills violate 
the Fourth Amendment, override privacy 
laws, and give the government unwarrant- 
ed access to the personal information of 
potentially millions of Americans.” 

In March of 2015, Ryan voted along with 
a large bipartisan House majority in sup- 


port of House Resolution 162, a nonbind- 
ing resolution that called on the president to 
provide military support for Ukraine in its 
territorial squabble with Russia. This reso- 
lution endorses unconstitutional foreign 
aid — another type of usurpation that has 
become routine since the post-World War II 
Marshall Act — and also seeks to involve 
the United States in yet another overseas 
conflict that, simply put, is none of our 
business. While not technically unconstitu- 
tional, enlisting the energies of the United 
States to take sides in foreign conflicts (or 
“broils,” in the preferred Jeffersonian ter- 
minology) was routinely condemned by the 
Founders as unnecessary and unwise. As 
late as 1820, no less a founding eminento 
than John Quincy Adams famously remind- 
ed his countrymen (some of whom were 
eager for the United States to take sides in 
Greece’s war of independence against the 
despotic Ottoman Empire) that America 
“goes not abroad in search of monsters to 
destroy.” This counsel, unfortunately, has 
been utterly set aside by American politi- 
cians since the mid-20th century, resulting 
in a seemingly unending loss of American 
life and treasure in defense of one vaguely 
defined overseas military objective after 
another. 

Along similar interventionist lines, Paul 
Ryan voted in June 2014 in opposition to 
Amendment 51 to H.R. 4870 (the Defense 
Appropriations Bill), an amendment that 
would have prohibited any funds from 


Traditional family values: Though Congressman Ryan’s words often differ dramatically from his 


actions in House voting, he does vote fairly reliably on values issues, such as abortion. 


that bill to be used in support of Syrian 
rebels. Representative Jeff Fortenberry 
(R-Neb.), who introduced the amendment, 
warned the House that it was impossible 
to tell friend from foe in the Syrian War, 
and that weapons sent to supposed “good 
guys” could easily end up in the hands of 
extremists. In point of fact, Fortenberry’s 
(and others’) misgivings have proven pro- 
phetic; since the middle of 2015, Syrian 
Kurdish militias backed by the U.S. mili- 
tary against ISIS have advanced into the 
Aleppo area — bringing them into direct 
and repeated conflict with CIA-backed 
“moderate” Syrian Arab militias fighting 
the Assad regime. Yet Paul Ryan, along 
with a House majority still convinced 
America ought to take sides in the Syrian 
conflict, voted down Amendment 51. 
Ryan also voted against two other 
amendments to H.R. 4870, Amendment 
52 (which would have barred the trans- 
fer of military surplus material such as 
armored personnel carriers, aircraft, 
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drones, and grenade launchers to local 
police forces) and Amendment 56 (which 
would have sunsetted the Authorization 
for Use of Military Force [AUMF] in De- 
cember 2014, when all U.S. military per- 
sonnel were slated to be withdrawn from 
Afghanistan). By opposing both amend- 
ments, Ryan went on record, along with 
the usual majority of his colleagues, in 
supporting the militarization of Amer- 
ica’s local police and the open-ended 
executive authority to wage war contem- 
plated by the AUMF. 

Nor are these recent votes unique. 
Back in May of 2012, for example, Ryan 
(along with the usual House majority) 
voted against an amendment to the Na- 
tional Defense Authorization Act that 
would have ended the unconstitutional 
practice of indefinite military detention 
for those suspected of terrorist activi- 
ties. The previous month, Ryan voted in 
favor of the Cyber Intelligence Sharing 
and Protection Act (CISPA), which gave 


Saluting his mentor: When John Boehner (right) was virtually forced from his position as 
speaker of the house by the Republican rank and file because of his reliable acquiescence to 
Democrat wishes, Ryan took over. Ryan has been dubbed “John Boehner with better abs.” 
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private corporations legal protection in 
return for sharing customer data with the 
government, effectively wiping out con- 
sumer privacy and ignoring the Fourth 
Amendment. 

Ryan’s affection for big spending bills 
did not originate recently, either. In May 
of 2009, when the nation was still reeling 
from the Great Recession, Ryan voted in 
favor of H.R. 2346, a mammoth supple- 
mental appropriations bill to provide $96 
billion in additional taxpayer dollars, 
above and beyond what had already been 
spent that fiscal year, for the undeclared 
wars in Iraq and Syria, $10 billion in un- 
constitutional foreign aid, and $2 billion 
for flu pandemic preparations. 

Even as a junior congressman, before 
the world-altering events of 9/11, Ryan’s 
voting record was already spotty, with 
votes in favor of unconstitutional govern- 
ment pork such as education grant pro- 
grams (H.R. 2, October 1999) and foreign 
aid (H.R. 2606, August 1999), as well as 
mandatory background checks for buyers 
at gun shows (H.R. 2122, June 1999), to 
name but a few lapses. 

At the same time, Ryan has been fairly 
consistent in his support of key “social 
conservative” issues, such as the right to 
life. In April 2000, for example, he voted 
in favor of H.R. 3660, which would have 
banned partial-birth abortions. 

By all accounts, Ryan is a personable, 
decent family man with strong religious 
convictions and a tremendous work ethic. 
However, he is less than consistent on 
many issues — ranging from foreign aid 
to government spending to the growth of 
the domestic police state — with strong 
constitutional implications. His is very 
much the voting profile of a “big gov- 
ernment conservative” in the tradition of 
Beltway neocons who have always been 
selective in their professed reverence for 
limited, constitutional government. 

In view of his record, Ryan’s recent 
votes and willingness to accede to key 
agenda items of the Democratic Left 
should be surprising to no one. Whether 
he can learn from his many staunch con- 
stitutionalist colleagues in the House — 
such as Justin Amash and Raul Labra- 
dor — and become something other than 
“John Boehner with better abs,” as one 
of his colleagues recently styled him, re- 
mains to be seen. Ml 
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What Is Property? 


Among the most important of inalien- 
able or God-given rights is the right to 
own property. The term “property” arose 
from the French word “propre,” meaning 
“Tone’s] own, self.” In its most general 
sense, property is anything that is charac- 
teristic of or an extension of the self. 

The right to the ownership and control of 
what we call “private property,” however, is 
one of the more recently recognized rights. 
For thousands of years of human history, 
the notion of property and property rights 
either did not exist at all, or was the exclu- 
sive franchise of nobility. The right to pri- 
vate ownership of property developed over 
many centuries of mostly English legal 
experimentation. The concept of private 
property, meanwhile, was put on a sound 
philosophical footing by political theorists 
such as John Locke and Frédéric Bastiat. 

Yet the right to property remains un- 
acknowledged or under-acknowledged in 
much of the world, especially outside of 
countries whose legal and political tradi- 
tions arose in northwestern Europe. And 
even in those countries — including the 
United States, where the right to private 
ownership of property was once more 
perfectly enshrined than anywhere else — 
private property is routinely disparaged by 
the media and attacked by legislators. 

The right to private property is closely 
intertwined with what historian J. B. Bury 
once called “the idea of progress.” The no- 
tion that man and society ought to progress, 
grow, and improve over time is almost ex- 
clusively a discovery of Western Civiliza- 
tion; as Bury ably documents, even in the 
high classical civilization of the Romans 
and Greeks, there was no belief in progress 
as we now understand it. The Romans and 
Greeks always believed in the superintend- 
ing power of fate, of divinely ordained des- 
tiny, for better or for worse. That is, no mat- 
ter what a man might wish to accomplish, 
his destiny was dictated by higher powers 
beyond his control. And outside of classi- 
cal European civilization, in such ancient 
cultures as India and China, fate reigned su- 
preme, as evidenced by the pervasive con- 
trol exerted over those societies by auguries, 
shamans, divination, zodiacs, and the like. 
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The idea of progress took root in West- 
ern Europe during the Middle Ages, and 
with it, the idea of property. Individual 
progress, after all, cannot occur un- 
less the self can be enlarged by personal 
choice. The doctrine of private property 
asserts that the individual enjoys a right 
to goods, both tangible and intangible, 
that are produced as a result of effort or 
labor on his part. In this way is material 
progress made possible. That this right of 
property inheres even in lower life forms 
is apparent from the behavior of the beast 
of prey who defends his kill against scav- 
engers who did not work to procure it, or 
the wasps who protect their paper nest. It 
is in keeping with natural law that those 
who work acquire a right of ownership 
over the fruits of their labor. The “origin 
of property,” according to Bastiat, is “the 
ceaseless application of [man’s] faculties 
to natural resources.” 

The natural right to private ownership 
of property has historically been better 
respected by the beasts of the field than 
by mankind. Since time immemorial, men 
have denigrated property rights and sought 
to abolish them under a wide range of cre- 
ative pretexts. Formerly it was fashionable 
to claim that all property belongs by right 
only to a monarch or a class of nobility, 
and everyone else (i.e., the serfs) were 
merely tenants. Nowadays, this notion is 
scoffed at, at least in the West — yet newer 
justifications for the abolition of private 
property continue to animate the enemies 
of freedom. For example, Karl Marx, in the 
Communist Manifesto, called for the abo- 
lition of “bourgeois” private property — 
land, factories, and capital generally. Put 
into practice in the former Soviet Union, 
in the People’s Republic of China, in Pol 
Pot’s Cambodia, in Cuba, in North Korea, 
and in many other communist states past 
and present, private property has indeed 
been confiscated on a vast scale — and 
given to ruling elites. Ordinary Russians 
were shoehorned onto collective farms — 
but Communist Party officials continued 
to enjoy their sumptuous dachas. In prac- 
tice, the confiscation of private property 
has only led to its redistribution among the 
wealthy and powerful. 
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In more insidious ways, so-called Dem- 
ocratic socialists seek to dilute property 
rights by confiscatory rates of taxation and 
myriads of regulations and controls limit- 
ing the use, sale, and transfer of private 
property. In modern America, you are 
generally no longer free to build, farm, 
harvest timber, rent, buy, sell, or bequeath 
your property as you see fit. Every act of 
improvement of real estate, from digging a 
pond to building a porch, must be approved 
by government. Every purchase or sale of 
securities is tightly scrutinized and regulat- 
ed by government. Inheritances may also 
be subject to massive taxes. Though ex- 
emptions for these death taxes on both the 
federal and state levels are high, the taxes 
may make it difficult if not impossible for a 
family farm or business to be transferred to 
heirs without the heirs being forced to sell 
the business to pay the taxes. 

These encroachments on the right of pri- 
vate property are justified in various ways, 
among them environmental protection, 
community property values, safety, and 
egalitarian social “justice,” but all these are 
merely justifications for the seemingly un- 
appeasable appetite of Big Government for 
more and more revenue streams. 

Perhaps in no other area has the proper 
role of government been more systemati- 
cally perverted than in the protection of 
property rights. Government ought to pro- 
tect private property from those who wish 
to acquire it by force or fraud; yet in seek- 
ing to destroy, confiscate, or redistribute 
private property, government makes itself 
into the supreme thief and con artist. As 
Bastiat explained, men often long to have 
what does not belong to them. Converting 
government into an instrument of “legal- 
ized plunder” allows men, under the guise 
of the benevolent state, to help themselves 
to one another’s property by proxy — to 
“rob from selected Peter to pay for collec- 
tive Paul,” in Kipling’s masterful phrase. 

As with all other natural, God-given 
rights, the right of private property is in- 
dispensable to human liberty. Without 
property, there is no progress, and without 
progress, the lamp of free civilization is 
soon extinguished. ll 

— CHARLES SCALIGER 
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BOOK REVIEW 


SECURING THE BLESSINGS OF LIBERTY 


The author of this book on the Constitution believes in a “living Constitution,” insofar as 


a Constitution that isn’t strictly followed is a dead document. 
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Foreword by George F Will 


by Steve Byas 


Our Republican Constitution: Securing 
the Liberty and Sovereignty of We the 
People, by Randy Barnett, Northampton, 
Massachusetts: Broadside Books, 2016, 
320 pages, hardcover. 


GG T he only living constitution is 
one that is followed; a consti- 
tution whose text is ignored 

is a dead one.” With that, Georgetown 

constitutional law professor Randy Bar- 
nett challenges the dogma of those who 
argue that the U.S. Constitution should 
allow ever-increasing grants of power to 
government officials, and the contraction 
of our liberties. 

Barnett was the attorney for the Na- 
tional Federation of Independent Business 

(NFIB) in its Supreme Court challenge 
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to the constitutionality of ObamaCare. 
Although then-House Speaker Nancy Pe- 
losi cackled, “Is that a serious question?” 
when someone asked her about the con- 
stitutionality of the Affordable Care Act, 
the NFIB’s challenge almost succeeded, 
losing 5-4. And it would have succeeded 
had the chief justice, John Roberts, not 
adopted the position of judicial deference 
to the legislative branch of the federal 
government. 

“I do not favor judicial activism,” 
Barnett told Reason magazine. “But I 
do favor what’s called ‘judicial engage- 
ment,’ which means that judges should 
not be passive and should not be uphold- 
ing laws that are unconstitutional.” The 
heart of Barnett’s book is that the modern 
acceptance by “conservatives” that judges 
should exercise “judicial restraint,” and 
defer to the right of Congress to enact 
any law it wishes, is the major reason the 
case of NFIB v. Sebelius was lost. Barnett 
argues that many conservatives miss the 
point of the role of the judiciary: If judges 
such as Chief Justice John Roberts would 
respect the Constitution more so than 
they do the will of Congress, ObamaCare 
should have been declared unconstitution- 
al. Barnett explains that the Constitution 
states that “all legislative power herein 
granted” is all the law-making power 
Congress has, yet federal judges are reluc- 
tant to hold Congress to within the bounds 
of the Constitution. 

The government’s argument in its 
defense of ObamaCare was predicated 
on the idea that, under the Commerce 
Clause, Congress was granted the power 
to mandate the purchase of private health 
insurance. A majority of the court, led 
by Roberts, rejected that idea. “The in- 
dividual mandate cannot be upheld as 
an exercise of Congress’s power under 
the Commerce Clause. That clause au- 
thorizes Congress to regulate interstate 
commerce, not to order individuals to 
engage in it.” 


Roberts added, “Congress could address 
the diet problem by ordering everyone to 
buy vegetables.... Accepting the Govern- 
ment’s theory would give Congress the 
same license to regulate what we do not do.” 

Despite rightly holding the individual 
mandate unconstitutional under the Com- 
merce Clause, Roberts saved the law by 
changing the statute so it was no longer an 
unconstitutional mandate. He rewrote the 
law in the name of “deference” to Con- 
gress, by interpreting the mandate as a tax. 
“Granting the Act the full measure of def- 
erence owed to federal statutes, it can be 
so read,” Roberts opined. 

Roberts defended his action by saying 
it was not the court’s “job to protect the 
people from the consequences of their po- 
litical choices.” 

Thus ObamaCare was upheld as con- 
stitutional, not under an expansion of 
the Commerce Clause, but because “the 
chickens of the conservative commitment 
to judicial restraint had come home to 
roost.... As Chief Justice Roberts’ ruling 
shows, we also need to debate the proper 
role of judges in enforcing that meaning.” 

In his present book, Barnett posits that 
there are two “divergent visions” of the 
Constitution — the “Democratic Consti- 
tution” and the “Republican Constitution.” 
He is quick to add that he does not use the 
terms in a partisan way. He contends that 
those who favor a Democratic Constitu- 
tion view “We the People” as a group, as 
a body, as a collective entity, and those 
who favor the Republican Constitution 
view “We the People” as individuals. For 
those who side with the Democratic Con- 
stitution concept, the role of the Consti- 
tution is primarily to make sure the will 
of the majority prevails. Those who take 
the Republican Constitution side see the 
“people” mentioned in the Constitution as 
referring to individuals, not a collective. 

According to Barnett, under a Repub- 
lican Constitution (which is what the 
Framers intended), our inalienable rights 
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preceded the formation of governments, 
“so first come rights and then comes gov- 
ernment.” And because of that, the Con- 
stitution is the law that governs those that 
govern us. Citing the Declaration of Inde- 
pendence, Barnett contends that it is quite 
clear that the Founding Fathers saw the 
purpose of government as to secure lib- 
erty. “But read carefully,” Barnett notes, 
“one sees that in this passage the Decla- 
ration speaks of ‘just powers,’ suggesting 
that only some powers are ‘justly’ held by 
government, while others are beyond its 
proper authority.” 

Because of this, Barnett argues, “Under 
a Republican Constitution, a completely 
different picture of judges emerges. Like 
legislators, judges too are servants of the 
people, and their primary duty is to adhere 
to the law of the Constitution above any 
statute enacted by Congress.” 

After making the case that the Framers 
founded a republic, and not a democracy, 
citing James Madison, Benjamin Frank- 
lin, and others, Barnett applies this to the 
duty of judges. In The Federalist, No. 78, 
Alexander Hamilton explained that “the 
courts were designed to be an intermedi- 
ate body between the people and the leg- 
islature, in order, among other things, to 
keep the latter within the limits assigned to 
their authority.” Hamilton argued that this 
was the “duty” of the courts. Barnett noted 
that nowhere in The Federalist, No. 78 did 
Hamilton speak of a “power of judicial re- 
view.” Instead, Barnett said, Hamilton re- 
ferred to “courts of justice, whose duty it 
must be to declare all acts contrary to the 
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manifest tenor of the Constitution void,” 
adding that Hamilton used the word duty, 
but not power, five times. 

In the famous case of Marbury v. Madi- 
son, known as the case that supposedly es- 
tablished the Supreme Court power of ju- 
dicial review, Chief Justice John Marshall 
used Hamilton’s argument from The Feder- 
alist, No. 78 in favor of judicial nullification 
of unconstitutional laws, but Barnett said 
Marshall never used the expression “power 
of judicial review,” instead employing the 
term duty. Duty means the duty to follow 
the dictates of the Constitution, rather than 
the power to subvert it. And that duty comes 
from judges taking an oath to uphold the 
Constitution of the United States. They do 
not take an oath to uphold the actions of ei- 
ther Congress or the executive branch. The 
expression “the power of judicial review” is 
a modern one, and not used by the Found- 
ers, or even by Marshall himself. 

The assumption that “first come rights 
and then comes government,” in Barnett’s 
words, “pervades the document.” To prove 
this point, he points to the Ninth Amend- 
ment, where it is explicit: “The enumera- 
tion in the Constitution of certain rights 
shall not be construed to deny or disparage 
others retained by the people.” Since the 
Framers used the word retained, Barnett 
concludes that it is quite clear that rights 
preceded the adoption of any enumeration 
or listing of rights, “whether in the original 
Constitution or in any of its later amend- 
ments.” And, since the enumerated rights 
such as freedom of speech and the free 
exercise of religion are clearly individual 


rights, one can surmise that the “other” un- 
enumerated rights belong to individuals, 
too. This, of course, would pertain to the 
right of the people to keep and bear arms 
as being a retained individual right. 

Barnett insists that it was progressives 
who sold us on the idea of “judicial re- 
straint” and “deference” to the majoritarian 
branches, along with the concept of a liv- 
ing constitution. In practice, what has hap- 
pened is that each branch defers to the other 
branches in allowing the expansion of gov- 
ernment and contraction of liberty. Accord- 
ing to Barnett, this is what he calls “double 
deference.” The judge defers to the legis- 
lative branch, and the legislator does not 
worry about a proposed statute’s constitu- 
tionality because the courts will decide that. 
(And presidents often defer to the courts and 
Congress when it comes to the expansion of 
government power. One might recall when 
President George W. Bush said he thought 
the McCain-Feingold bill, limiting political 
speech, was unconstitutional, but he was 
going to sign it anyway and let the courts 
decide. Then, of course, the courts deferred 
to Congress and the president.) 

Woodrow Wilson told his students at 
Wesleyan University that the Constitu- 
tion “was not merely a document written 
down on paper but is a living and organic 
thing,” leading him as president to appoint 
progressive judges inclined to uphold laws 
that expanded the power of government at 
the expense of individual liberty. Indeed, 
Wilson favored “England’s form of gov- 
ernment instead of the miserable delusion 
of arepublic. A republic too founded upon 
the notion of abstract liberty!” 

This was the progressive conception of 
government Wilson and his ilk promoted. 

Barnett’s book would be a valuable ad- 
dition to the library of any person who fa- 
vors constitutional liberty. Unfortunately, 
he pushes for a “Convention of the States,” 
arguing for “structural” changes to the Con- 
stitution that would be “self-enforcing, rath- 
er than substantive ones that require judicial 
enforcement.” This push mars an otherwise 
fine book. Such a convention might very 
well make changes to our Constitution that 
would be detrimental to individual liberty. 
After all, few Madisons could be expected 
to attend any such modern convention. 

But, if one can overlook those two 
pages out of a 261-page book, this is a 
book well worth reading. 
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It’s About Time! 


A community in Tampa, Florida, came to- 
gether to help a homeless couple have a 
fairytale wedding that they will never forget. 

Today.com reported that it all began 
when Evelyn and Rocky Barlett were dis- 
covered living in the woods last year by 
Officer Dan McDonald. The couple had 
been together for a long time and wanted 
to get married, but could not scrape to- 
gether the money for a marriage license, as 
they have been homeless for three years. 
“We’ve been together for 22 years and be- 
lieve it or not, we’ve never had enough 
money to get the license in all those 
years,” Evelyn Barlett told Today.com. 

When the couple shared their story 
with Officer McDonald, he was imme- 
diately sympathetic. The cost of a mar- 
riage license in Florida is $93, and Officer 
McDonald saw to it that they had enough 
funds to obtain the license. 

But the story does not end there. A local 
newspaper published a story about the 
couple in an effort to spread word about 
the couple’s upcoming nuptials. The re- 
sponse from the local community was im- 
mediate, with local businesses reaching 
out to the couple to offer their wedding 
services for free. 

When staff at Cross Creek Ranch, an 
all-inclusive wedding venue, heard Evelyn 
and Rocky’s story, they decided they were 
going to do all they could to give the cou- 
ple a dream wedding. “We’ve never donat- 
ed a wedding before, but when I called the 
vendors we work with, I couldn’t even get 
the full story out before they were jumping 
at the opportunity to offer their services 
at no charge,” Nancy Spooner, director 
of weddings at Cross Creek Ranch, told 
Today.com. 

Before long, a dress was donated for 
use by Evelyn and a tux was donated for 
Rocky, in addition to flowers and food and 
drink for all the guests. The total donated 
cost of the April 1 wedding was approxi- 
mately $20,000. 

The couple was surprised further when 
after their wedding, they were handed the 
keys to a duplex in northern Tampa as part 
of a homeless assistance program. Unbe- 
knownst to them, Officer McDonald placed 
them on a waiting list for temporary hous- 
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ing, which came through just in time to 
surprise them at the wedding. Evelyn and 
Rocky were astounded by the show of sup- 
port from the community. “This is a dream 
come true, and everybody that did all this 
and these girls and everything,” Evelyn 
said. “It’s just been a dream come true. No 
one’s ever did this for me and Rocky.” 


Loads of Love 


Samuel Van De Cruze used his laundromat 
in Queens, New York, to help those in need. 
He washed thousands of pounds of laundry 
for 75 homeless families over the course of 
a few days, saving those families approxi- 
mately $5,000. 

The Huffington Post reported that be- 
tween March 28 and March 31, Van De 
Cruze washed 5,000 pounds of laundry 
for residents at The Landing, a nearby 
homeless shelter run by the non-profit 
group CAMBA. 

Van De Cruze decided to offer his ser- 
vices as an Easter gift to his community, 
explained Elizabeth Abdur-Raheem, senior 
program manager at The Landing. “These 
kind of heartfelt and thoughtful gestures are 
why we are so grateful for the warm wel- 
come we’ve received from the East Elm- 
hurst community,” Abdur-Raheem said. 

Van De Cruze’s efforts included picking 
up the loads of laundry and dropping them 
off after the clothes were washed, dried, and 
folded. He stated that his faith inspired him 
to do it. “As a Christian, I’ve been taught 
to do good works,” he told the Huffington 
Post. “During my devotions one morning, 
the thought came to me to do this.” 

“Clean clothes and bedding are neces- 
sities — almost as important as food and 
shelter,” Van De Cruze said. “People need 
clean clothes to function and to be healthy.” 

Residents at The Landing were grate- 
ful for Van De Cruze’s kind gesture. “We 
had to save as much money as we could 
for food, travel, diapers and other necessi- 
ties,” said Amber, a resident of The Land- 
ing. “I was washing our clothes in the 
bathtub to save laundry money.” “I am so 
grateful for the burden that this lifted — 
you feel like you are a little bit more of a 
‘somebody’ when you are wearing clean 
clothes,” she added. 


Be Bold, Be Brave, Go Bald 


On March 16, nine-year-old Marlee Pack 
learned that she is surrounded by some 
wonderful friends. To show solidarity with 
Marlee, who had been diagnosed with can- 
cer last spring, 86 teachers and students 
from Meridian Elementary School in 
Broomfield, Colorado, shaved their heads. 

ABC News reported that Marlee was di- 
agnosed with alveolar rhabdomyosarcoma 
—acancer of soft tissue, connective tis- 
sue, or bone — after a bump developed on 
her left foot last spring. 

Marlee is an incredible young girl. Ac- 
cording to ABC News, she used her Make- 
A-Wish Foundation wish to build stuffed 
animals for other cancer patients. 

This year, Marlee has had to miss a lot 
of school. In February, her foot had to be 
amputated, after which her doctors began 
chemotherapy treatments that caused her 
to lose her hair. 

In preparation for Marlee’s return back 
to school following her final chemothera- 
py treatment, her teacher and classmates 
considered different ways in which they 
could make her feel comfortable. To- 
gether, they came up with “Be Bold, Be 
Brave, Go Bald,” an assembly wherein 
teachers, students, and parents all shaved 
their heads. 

Marlee was in attendance and was 
full of gratitude for all the love she was 
shown. “I didn’t think that many people 
would shave their heads, but I feel good 
about going back to school and not being 
the only bald one,” Marlee told Today. 
com. 

According to ABC News, the first per- 
son to have her head shaved was Marlee’s 
best friend, Cameron McLaughlin. Marlee 
reportedly sat with her and held her hand 
the entire time, ensuring her it was okay to 
cry if she wanted. 

In total, 80 students, three female 
teachers, both male principals, and a stu- 
dent’s mother volunteered to have their 
heads shaved. 

The event also brought in over $25,000 
in donations, which will go to St. Bal- 
drick’s Foundation, a charity that funds 
cancer research for children, Today.com 
reported. Hi 

— RAVEN CLABOUGH 
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If He'd Had His Words 


Thomas Burke, one of the forgotten Founders, was the inspirer of the 10th Amendment, and if 
his lead had been followed, federal overrides of state powers may have been rebuffed. 
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Thomas Burke was an Irish immigrant who settled in North Carolina and immediately applied his 
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learning and personal virtue to the defense of the sovereignty of states against the usurpations of 


the central government. 


by Joe Wolverton Il, J.D. 


T= was, perhaps, no greater gen- 
eration than that of the latter half 
of 18th-century America: Jeffer- 
son, Madison, Washington, Adams, et al. 
There is a long and distinguished roster 
of heavy hitters who make up the varsity 
team of Founding Fathers. 

There are outstanding members of 
that generation, however, whose names 
have been forgotten and who have not 
only been relegated to the junior varsity 
squad, but have been kicked off the team 
altogether. 

Thomas Burke is one of these forgotten 
Founders. Burke was the author of one 
of the most influential, controversial, and 
misunderstood paragraphs of our coun- 
try’s first constitution, the Articles of 
Confederation. 

Before opening that can of worms, let’s 
start with a brief biography of this man 
whose name has been all but erased. 
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Self-taught and Successful 

Born in Ireland, Burke immigrated to 
America in 1760 after a dispute with his 
Anglo-Irish parents. Burke settled in Vir- 
ginia and began practicing medicine; it is 
assumed that he chose this career because 
of an uncle who was a successful doctor in 
Dublin, Ireland. 

Though he was just past his 20th birth- 
day, Burke was blessed with the advan- 
tages of a top-notch formal education, a 
sustaining self-confidence, and a commit- 
ment to personal virtue that would serve 
him well in his new homeland. 

After several years of working as a fam- 
ily doctor, Thomas Burke realized that if 
he wanted to get wealthy, he would need to 
change vocations. Accordingly, he left his 
medical practice and entered the study of 
law, soon hanging out a shingle and begin- 
ning a practice of his own. 

As a lawyer, Burke — still known 
as Doctor Burke — moved to Norfolk, 
Virginia, and started making his money 


representing merchants in debt collec- 
tion proceedings. 

Regarding how one could so quickly 
switch from the practice of medicine to 
the practice of law, it seems from the ex- 
tant records that Burke was completely 
self-taught. He had no formal legal train- 
ing, and for that matter, he had no formal 
medical training, either. He was a man of 
his age: self-taught, self-confident, and 
self-sufficient. 

It was during this time in his life that 
Burke began rubbing shoulders with the 
Virginia elite, including many of those 
varsity squad superstars mentioned above. 
Among those with whom Thomas Burke 
began a relationship was Thomas Jeffer- 
son, who became one of Burke’s many 
illustrious correspondents. 

As his star ascended and his wealth 
accumulated, Burke found himself in 
the middle of political disputes raging 
through Norfolk. Burke’s temperament 
was genial, and he found himself count- 
ing the company of many good friends, 
but his self-confidence and ambition oc- 
casionally caused him to be recalcitrant 
and impulsive, traits that left him with no 
shortage of enemies, as well. 

Remarkably, however, it was neither 
Burke’s legal work nor his circle of power- 
ful acquaintances that brought him fame. 
It was his patriotic poetry. 

In 1766, a year after the repeal of the 
infamous Stamp Act, Burke wrote a poem 
entitled “Triumph America,” to be read at 
a celebration of the end of this tyranni- 
cal legislation. The poem was so moving 
it was said to have been printed in many 
newspapers. Sadly, none of the printed 
versions have survived. The poem, per- 
haps an early draft, was sent by Thomas 
Burke in a letter to his uncle. 

In all, Burke wrote at least 23 more 
poems, most of which are of a patriotic 
tone. There are a few romantic verses 
among the oeuvre, and it is about this time 
in his life when Thomas Burke married 
Mary Wilson Freeman. 
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HISTORY. 


Article IT, as amended by Thomas Burke and passed by 
Congress, states: “Each state retains its sovereignty, freedom, 
and independence, and every power, jurisdiction, and right, which 
is not by this Confederation expressly delegated to the United 


States, in Congress assembled.” 


Within two years of his marriage, Thom- 
as Burke and his wife moved to North 
Carolina, reportedly to be close to the legal 
action in Orange County and to take ad- 
vantage of the state’s climate, which was 
“remarkably moderate and healthy.” 

As American relations with Great Brit- 
ain drew every day closer to combat, 
Thomas Burke threw himself into the pa- 
triot cause, not only with his poetry, but 
with his talent for reason, his love of lib- 
erty, and his skill in oratory. 

One biographer writes that about this 
time (1772) Burke was letting people 
know that “he cherished liberty and de- 
tested tyranny.” Some historians have 
suggested that as a native Irishman Burke 
had an innate loathing of all things British. 
While that cannot be known for certain, it 
is indisputable that Burke immersed him- 
self in his law practice and slowly staked 
his position as a rising politician and a 
man clearly committed to the cause of 
American independence. 

In 1775, Burke was elected by the citi- 
zens of Orange County to be their repre- 
sentative at North Carolina’s second pro- 
vincial convention. He was subsequently 
reelected to all these meetings. Burke’s 
education and easy speaking ability 
quickly qualified him to take a leader- 
ship position at these conventions, con- 
ventions charged with crafting the state’s 
new constitution. 

So impressed were his convention col- 
leagues with Burke’s ability and erudition 
that they elected him to be chairman of the 
committee that would frame the constitu- 
tion of North Carolina. Burke employed 
his knowledge of history, building the 
nascent government on the ancient theory 
of balanced government, including a bi- 
cameral legislature and an executive, each 
branch with the power to check the others 
and keep the others within their enumer- 
ated spheres of authority. 

For Burke, the most critical consider- 
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ation was the locus of sovereignty. Burke 
believed that original sovereignty resided 
with the people and that the surest way to 
secure liberty was for the people to elect 
representatives who would act in the best 
interest of the people, using their reason 
and wisdom as guides in their lawmak- 
ing efforts. 

Having set the state of North Carolina 
on the firm footing of republicanism and 
popular sovereignty, Thomas Burke soon 
saw his sphere of influence widen, being 
elected in December 1776 to represent 
his adopted home state at the Continental 
Congress in Philadelphia. 

Burke took his seat in Congress in Feb- 
ruary 1777, and he immediately began 
making a name for himself, speaking 
vehemently against the accumulation by 
Congress of any powers or authority not 
expressly given to it by the people and 
governments of the several states. 

From his first day, Thomas Burke as- 
serted himself into all important debates 


that touched and concerned the authority 
of Congress to impose mandates on the 
states. He was, as historian Jack Rakove 


writes, “one delegate who was prepared 
to articulate a theory of confederation 
founded on a belief in the primacy of 
state sovereignty.” 

Burke’s insistence on the sovereignty of 
states made him few friends in the Second 
Continental Congress. However, his com- 
manding presence and disarming oratory 
convinced his colleagues to support his 
resolution “affirming that the states were 
sovereign and that the confederation could 
only exercise those powers that were ex- 
pressly delegated to it.” 

On February 25, 1777, Thomas Burke’s 
tenacious adherence to the principle of 
state sovereignty brought him into conflict 
with a man of much greater renown and 
whose knowledge of the law was believed 
to be second to none: James Wilson. 

Wilson and Burke were two men de- 
scribed as having “radically different 
views of the nature of the union.” Their 
once-famous debate centered on a pro- 
posal that would have granted the Con- 
tinental Congress power to compel states 
to hire agents to patrol ferries in order to 
apprehend suspected deserters from the 
Continental Army, a common concern for 
General Washington’s armed force. 

Burke insisted that Congress did not 
have the authority to force states to foot 


Upon receiving news of the ‘epeal of the Stamp Act, Thomas Burke aioe a poem entitled 
“Triumph America” to celebrate the end of this tyrannical legislation. 
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the bill for programs of the general gov- 
ernment. Today, this principle is known as 
anti-commandeering, and although it has 
been reaffirmed in recent years by the Su- 
preme Court, the federal government has 
yet to understand this concept despite the 
passage of 239 years. 

After Wilson claimed that Congress 
could act without the explicit authority 
from the states, Burke argued that the 
state legislatures were the only govern- 
ments to which the people had given their 
consent (as manifested by the constitu- 
tions of the several states), and therefore 
citizens could only be compelled to carry 
out acts authorized by their respective 
state legislatures. 

The sine qua non of a valid government 
is the consent of the governed, and only 
by adherence to this principle could lib- 
erty be maintained. Furthermore, Burke 
explained, the states had constitutions 
granting enumerated powers to the state 
governments and protecting the rights of 
the people. No such enumeration or pro- 
tections existed with respect to Congress 
and the people of America. The Union, he 
concluded, was no more than a convention 
permitted by states. It was, in other words, 
little more than an ad hoc committee of 
states tasked with deliberating those few 
matters dealing with the common cause 
of defeating the British. Beyond that lim- 
ited scope, the Continental Congress had 
no legitimate authority to act. All powers 
not specifically granted to Congress by the 
state legislatures was retained by them, 
Burke declared. 

Burke insisted that this important prin- 
ciple be stated explicitly in the Articles of 
Confederation that were then being ham- 
mered out by the Continental Congress, 
and he offered an amendment to Article 
II to accomplish this. His amendment be- 
came known as the Burke Amendment. 

In a letter to the governor of North 
Carolina, Burke explained his impetus for 
offering the amended version of Article II: 


[The original draft of Article II] ex- 
pressed only a reservation of the 
power of regulating internal police, 
and consequently resigned every 
other power. /t appeared to me that 
this was not what the states expected, 
and, I thought, it left it in the power 
of the future Congress or General 
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Burke’s adherence to the principle of state sovereignty brought him into conflict with another 
impressive statesman, James Wilson. While Wilson believed that Congress could act without 

state approval, Burke insisted that the state legislatures were the only government to which the 
people had given their consent. 


Council to explain away every right 
belonging to the states, and to make 
their own power as unlimited as 
they please. | proposed, therefore, 
an amendment, which held up the 
principle, that all sovereign power 
was in the states separately, and that 
particular acts of it, which should be 
expressly enumerated would be ex- 
ercised in conjunction, and not oth- 
erwise; but that in all things else each 
state would exercise all the rights and 
powers of sovereignty, uncontrolled. 
[Emphasis added. ] 


During the deliberations on his amend- 
ment, Burke issued a warning that reads 
like a prophecy. Burke declared that if his 
resolution did not pass, the general gov- 
ernment would give “Congress a power 
to prostrate all the laws and constitutions 
of the states because they might create a 
power within each that must act entirely 
independent of them, and might ... render 
ineffectual all the barriers provided in the 
states for the security of the rights of the 
citizens.” 

Burke’s proposal passed easily — 11 
states to one, with one delegation divided 
— albeit with predictable opposition from 
James Wilson and Richard Henry Lee. With 
the adoption of this article, the Continental 
Congress was prohibited from exercising 
any power not explicitly granted to it by 


the states. Article II, as amended by Thom- 
as Burke and passed by Congress, states: 
“Each state retains its sovereignty, free- 
dom, and independence, and every power, 
jurisdiction, and right, which is not by this 
Confederation expressly delegated to the 
United States, in Congress assembled.” 

While this event has been largely forgot- 
ten by Americans, even constitutionalists, 
the effect of Burke’s article on the history 
of American government and the Consti- 
tution that created it cannot be overstated. 
Although most accounts of the history of 
the 10th Amendment to the Constitution 
of 1787 focus on the struggle between the 
anti-Federalists and the Federalists, the 
philosophy’s parentage is more properly 
identified as Burke’s Article II and his 
rock-ribbed defense of the wide authority 
of state governments and the narrowly tai- 
lored authority (“few and defined” in the 
words of James Madison) of the federal 
government. 

Unfortunately, however, while the spirit 
of Burke’s proposal may have informed 
the 10th Amendment, its letter did not. 
Noticeably missing from the latter is that 
very critical word: “expressly.” 

Those who advocated ratification of the 
Constitution of 1787 presented Article II of 
the Articles of Confederation as evidence of 
the impotence of the government under the 
Articles and the need for a more energetic 
central authority. Writing as “Publius,” 
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The Constitution crafted in Philadelphia in 1787 did not copy Burke’s language regarding the 
proper relationship between federal and state authority. The 10th Amendment was intended to 
make up for this deficiency, but did not contain the key word “expressly” that was included in 
Burke’s amendment to the Articles of Confederation. 


James Madison explains why the language 
of Burke’s proposal did not make it into the 
Constitution crafted in Philadelphia: 


Had the convention taken the first 
method of adopting the second article 
of Confederation, it is evident that the 
new Congress would be continually 
exposed, as their predecessors have 
been, to the alternative of construing 
the term “expressly” with so much 
rigor, as to disarm the government of 
all real authority whatever, or with so 
much latitude as to destroy altogether 
the force of the restriction. 


Earlier, in the collection of letters known 
to history as The Federalist Papers, A\- 
exander Hamilton expressed the same 
sentiment regarding the recommended 
relationship between the federal and state 
governments. If the convention at Phila- 
delphia in 1787 had followed Burke’s 
lead, Congress would have been “reduced 
to the dilemma either of supposing that de- 
ficiency, preposterous as it may seem, or 
of contravening or explaining away a pro- 
vision, which has been of late a repeated 
theme of the eulogies of those who oppose 
the new Constitution.” 

Though the requisite number of states 
ratified the new Constitution, the fight for 
recognizing state authority as superior to 
that of the general government was not over. 

During the deliberations in the first 
Congress convened under the authority of 
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the Constitution of 1787, many represen- 
tatives argued in favor of an amendment 
that mirrored the exact wording of Article 
II of the Articles of Confederation. One of 
the leaders of this movement was Thomas 
Tucker, representative from, not surpris- 
ingly, South Carolina. 

The journals of the First Congress 
contain the following exchange between 
Tucker and his colleague from Virginia, 
James Madison: 


Mr. Tucker proposed to amend the 
proposition [the proposal that would 
become the 10th Amendment] by 
prefixing to it “all powers being de- 
rived from the people.” He thought 
this a better place to make this as- 
sertion than the introductory clause 
of the Constitution, where a similar 
sentiment was proposed by the com- 
mittee. He extended his motion also, 
to add the word “expressly,” so as to 
read “the powers not expressly del- 
egated by this Constitution.” 

Mr. Madison objected to this 
amendment, because it was impos- 
sible to confine a government to the 
exercise of express powers; there 
must necessarily be admitted pow- 
ers by implication, unless the con- 
stitution descended to recount every 
minutiae. He remembered the word 
“expressly” had been moved in the 
convention of Virginia, by the op- 
ponents of ratification, and, after full 


and fair discussion, was given up by 
them, and the system allowed to re- 
tain its present form. 

Mr. Tucker did not view the “ex- 
pressly” in the same light with the 
gentleman who opposed him; he 
thought every power to be expressly 
given that could be clearly compre- 
hended within any accurate defini- 
tion of the general power. 

Mr. Tucker’s motion, being nega- 
tived, Mr. Carroll proposed to add to 
the end of the proposition, “or to the 
people;” this was agreed to. 


Later, Elbridge Gerry tried a second time 
to insert Thomas Burke’s language — spe- 
cifically the word “expressly” — into the 
text of the 10th Amendment, which reads, 
“The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibit- 
ed by it to the States, are reserved to the 
States respectively, or to the people.” This 
attempt was also defeated: 17 representa- 
tives in favor of Gerry’s proposal, 32 op- 
posed, including James Madison. 

While it may not have seemed so at 
the time, Madison’s ability to defeat the 
attempt to amend the language of what 
would become the 10th Amendment to in- 
clude the word “expressly” made it easier 
for the federal government to consider it- 
self superior to the state governments, just 
as Thomas Burke predicted. 

According to the anti-Federalist writer 
“Centinel,” the failure of Congress to in- 
clude the word “expressly” in the 10th 
Amendment has “reduced the several 
states to shadows” and created a federal 
government possessed of power beyond 
anything ever imagined by those of the 
founding generation. 

The purposeful omission of the word 
“expressly” from the 10th Amendment 
amounted to nothing less than the statuto- 
ry seizure of the reins of sovereignty by a 
federal government that was already driv- 
ing toward the dissolution of states’ rights. 

Thomas Burke was an immigrant, an 
autodidact, an American, a statesman, a 
talented lawgiver, and a man whose in- 
estimable defense of liberty, popular sov- 
ereignty, and states’ rights has been sadly 
erased from the history of American gov- 
ernment and whose wise restriction on 
federal power was sadly erased from the 
10th Amendment. Hf 
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“.. the right of the people to keep and bear Arms, shall not be infringed.” 
eee ee a 


She Emptied the Gun 


The Fox Affiliate out of Seattle reported 
on April 29 about a violent home invasion 
in Sultan, Washington. A 75-year-old man 
was home with his 80-year-old wife when 
he noticed a stranger standing on his front 
porch. When the elderly man looked up 
from watching TV, he noticed the suspect, 
who proceeded to quickly break down a 
door to gain entrance to the home. The 
seemingly deranged intruder began to vi- 
ciously beat the homeowner on the head 
and stab him in the body. The man’s octo- 
genarian wife reacted quickly, retrieved a 
loaded firearm, and shot the assailant. 

Snohomish County Sheriff’s Office 
spokeswoman Shari Ireton told q13fox. 
com that the wife called 911 and that 
when police arrived on the scene, the 
suspect was dead. Incredibly, the cou- 
ple’s adult child, who was sleeping at 
the scene, wasn’t even awakened by all 
the shooting! Detectives believe that the 
attack was part of an attempted burglary 
and that the suspect and homeowners did 
not know each other. The stabbing victim 
was taken to a nearby medical center and 
is listed in serious condition. The Sno- 
homish County Medical Examiner has 
identified the deceased suspect as a 25- 
year old male, who died from multiple 
gunshot wounds. 

Neighbor Richard Cross, who knows 
the elderly couple, was grateful for the 
wife’s actions: “It could have been a very 
bad situation.... It could have been three 
homicides over there instead of one in- 
truder biting the dust.... She didn’t think 
a second about it.... I mean it was just 
automatic. She emptied the gun.” 


Homeschooled Kid 


Shoots Intruder 


Like something out of the Hollywood 
movie Home Alone, 11-year-old Chris 
Gaither shot a home intruder and later 
mocked him to the media for crying like a 
baby! Gaither, who is homeschooled, told 
Alabama broadcaster WVTM13 that the 
incident occurred in Talladega, Alabama, 
on April 27. Gaither was home alone dur- 
ing the day when a burglar broke in to the 
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house and began stealing items. The burglar 
grabbed a laundry hamper and filled it with 
stolen items. Gaither confronted the burglar 
and told him to stop. Gaither explained to 
WVTM13 that he “told [the burglar] I was 
going to kill him and all that with a gun if 
he didn’t get out of my house. He was com- 
ing down the stairs, and he told me he was 
going to kill me and f*** you and all that. 
I guess when I pulled the gun out on him, 
I guess he didn’t think it was a real gun, 
because he didn’t worry about it. He just 
kept on walking.” The burglar’s poor judg- 
ment would cost him, when Gaither fired 
his 9mm handgun at the intruder as he was 
carrying the laundry hamper filled with sto- 
len property through the premises. “I shot 
through the hamper he was carrying. It was 
a full metal jacket bullet.... It went straight 
through the back of his leg. He started cry- 
ing like a little baby,” Gaither recounted. 

Gaither, who was taught to shoot by 
his stepfather, fired 12 bullets at the man 
and hit him with his last shot. The injured 
suspect was taken to a nearby medical fa- 
cility for treatment of non-life threaten- 
ing wounds. 


Three Against One 


The CBS affiliate in Dallas/Fort Worth 
reported on April 30 about a homeowner 
who stopped three men from burglarizing 
his home. 

Though the homeowner was not home 
when the break-in was initiated, he was 
alerted by his security system, which 
sent a text to his phone. The man armed 
himself and raced home. When he arrived 
on the scene, he witnessed three young 
men exiting the rear of the house. The 
homeowner was fearful of their superior 
numbers but told them to halt. The sus- 
pects did not heed his commands, and he 
fired at them, hitting two suspects, one of 
whom was found dead at the scene by the 
arriving police. The other injured suspect 
was taken to a hospital, where he is listed 
in stable condition. The third suspect ran 
off, but the police are hot on his trail as 
of this writing. 

The homeowner and multiple witnesses 
were brought to Dallas police headquar- 
ters and are being very cooperative with 


EXERCISING THE RIGHT 


the investigation. The injured suspect will 
be charged with burglary of a habitation 
and taken to the Dallas County Jail upon 
being released from the hospital. 


“We Don’t Call 911” 


The Fox affiliate out of Indianapolis re- 
ported on March 24 about a homeowner 
who gave an intruder a fair warning of the 
consequences that could be expected for 
criminal behavior. Fox59.com reported 
that the home featured a sign above the 
main entrance to the house that said, ““We 
don’t call 911,” with a decorative gun 
hanging below the writing. But the warn- 
ing was not heeded. 

A mother was home with her infant 
when an intruder tried climbing in through 
a window. Edsel Ballard, the woman’s fa- 
ther, told Fox59 that his daughter “heard 
the window get busted and she called 
her husband and said I think somebody’s 
breaking in the house.” 

The woman’s brother, Eddie Bal- 
lard, told Fox59 that the suspect “broke 
in through the baby’s window, ok, and 
when he was coming out the door, my 
sister was coming out her bedroom door, 
he aimed and shot at her first and then 
she shot him.” The mother hit the sus- 
pect multiple times. Police were called 
to the scene, where they discovered the 
injured suspect, who was outfitted with a 
firearm, zip ties, and a walkie-talkie. He 
was taken to a nearby medical facility for 
treatment. Thankfully, the infant was not 
hurt during the incident. 

Indianapolis Metro Police Department 
Southwest District Commander Mike 
Spears told Fox59 that “shooting is very 
unusual in this area of our district... 
When we have an incident like this as we 
do throughout the city, involving the use 
of a firearm, it’s something we take very 
personally and we want to get in front of 
and investigate aggressively.” 

The father, Edsel Ballard, told the In- 
dianapolis Metro Police Department that 
the burglary suspect should learn to read 
warning labels. “I think he definitely 
picked the wrong house,” Ballard told 
the station. Hi 

— PATRICK KREY 
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Ruinous Rule 
by Regulations 


ITEM: The New York Times for April 6, 
2016, reported: “The rules governing how 
financial professionals handle the trillions 
of dollars they invest on behalf of Ameri- 
cans saving for retirement are about to get 
a lot tougher.” 

The U.S. Labor Department, went on 
the Times, “after years of battling Wall 
Street and the insurance industry, issued 
new regulations on Wednesday that will 
require financial advisers and brokers 
handling individual retirement and 401 (k) 
accounts to act in the best interests of their 
clients. The government move is expected 
to encourage a shift of retirement funds 
into lower-cost investments — potentially 
saving billions of dollars for many ordi- 
nary investors — while setting off one of 
the biggest upheavals in the financial ser- 
vices industry in decades.”’ 

ITEM: The Hill (Washington, D.C.) for 
May 4, 2016, noted that the Social Secu- 
rity Administration “is proposing to report 
people who receive disability benefits and 
have a mental health condition to the FBI's 
background check system. The proposal, 
which stems from a memorandum that 
President Obama issued in 2013, would 
essentially block some people with severe 
mental health problems from buying guns.” 
ITEM: Jn an article entitled “FDA to 
Regulate E-Cigarette Industry,” the Wall 
Street Journal for May 6, 2016, reported: 
“The U.S. government issued a tough set 
of rules for the e-cigarette industry on 
Thursday that included banning sales 
to anyone under 18, requiring package 
warning labels, and making all products 
— even those currently on the market — 
subject to government approval. In an ac- 
tion e-cigarette makers had been dread- 
ing, the Food and Drug Administration 
said it was assuming regulatory authority 
over e-cigarettes.” 

ITEM: The FDA announcement of the 
imposition of federal regulations on elec- 
tronic cigarettes, according to a statement 
from Health and Human Services Secretary 
Sylvia Mathews Burwell, “is an important 
step in the fight for a tobacco-free genera- 
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Retirees’ returns: With the Obama administration passing a new law that will cause the cost of 
investment advice to go up, small investors, such as retirees, will have to turn toward automated 
advice and hope that poorer advice and financial returns don’t negatively affect their lifestyles. 


tion.” It will, she said, “help us catch up 
with changes in the marketplace.” 
CORRECTION: Isn’t it thoughtful of 
our civil servants to “catch up” with what 
used to be known as a free market in a free 
country? 

The examples selected above illustrate 
the extent to which we have become a na- 
tion ruled not by laws passed by elected 
representatives, but by regulations handed 
down by faceless bureaucrats. Many other 
samples could have been chosen. All of this 
costs not just our freedoms but also huge 
amounts of money. Federal regulations are 
calculated not in the thousands or millions 
or billions of dollars — but in trillions. 

Adding insult to injury, the officials 
weighing us down with balls and chains 
want us to think this is being done for our 
good. And of course they are the ones de- 
ciding what will be good for us. 

You and your investment broker, if you 
can afford one after the new regs are in 
place, will be forced to follow “tougher” 
rules. Such measures almost always have 
unintended consequences, though many 
are predictable and many were also intend- 
ed from the get-go. It’s no coincidence that 
the regulations tend to favor those large 
interests already doing well enough to be 


able to withstand the changes. In many 
cases, they have had a hand in creating 
the rules, along with the aid of their lob- 
byists. That practice has become known as 
“regulatory capture,” with the force of the 
federal government being used to help the 
interests — certain of those, at least — that 
it is supposedly regulating. 

It has taken at least six years to get the 
“fiduciary standard” generally imposed 
on retirement advisors. The president says 
this is all a “very simple principle.” As he 
has put it: “You want to give financial ad- 
vice, you’ve got to put your client’s inter- 
est first.” He wants us to know that he is 
saving us from “bilkers.”” Never mind that 
financial fraud is already illegal. 

Back in 2010, when the Obama Labor 
Department began this push, there was 
“industry pushback and criticism from 
lawmakers in both parties” that scuttled 
the plan, as the Baltimore Sun reported 
last year: “Opponents argued that the rules 
as written would have inadvertently pre- 
vented investors from receiving important 
advice and would have dictated how firms 
could compensate their employees.” 

The president wasn’t buying any of that. 
“These industry doomsday predictions 
have not come true in other countries that 
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have taken even more aggressive action on 
this issue than we’re proposing,” Obama 
said. “And if your business model rests 
on taking advantage, bilking hardworking 
Americans out of their retirement money, 
then you shouldn’t be in business.” 

But under the plan, the protectors will 
mainly put out of business small firms, 
not unscrupulous ones. The rank and file 
in the business won’t be pleased. As noted 
by David Jacobs in the Business Report 
(Baton Rouge) in April: “The costs to com- 
ply with the new rules will be more bur- 
densome for small firms. As for the impact 
on consumers, critics say the greater costs 
and risks created by the new rule could 
price out smaller investors, forcing them 
to handle their investments themselves or 
use a so-called robo-adviser.” Unsurpris- 
ingly, Jacobs writes, “prominent comput- 
erized investing services have come out in 
favor of the changes.” 

We are also about to be protected by the 
Social Security Administration, according 
to the rules it is making up. (The SSA says 
it is being forced to do this because of a 
2007 law, if you want to believe that.) One 
might be a tad suspicious about the under- 
lying intent of the new rules, given the 
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Obama administration’s obvious enmity 
to firearms in the hands of citizens and a 
similar push that has been made through 
the Department of Veterans Affairs. 

The VA efforts “have met with contro- 
versy,” as has been reported by The Hill. 
Senator Chuck Grassley (R-Iowa) has 
charged that “the VA has been reporting 
veterans to the FBI simply because they 
cannot manage their personal finances 
and must be assigned a fiduciary.” The 
SSA now wants to do likewise with those 
receiving disability payments because 
they are unable to work due to mental 
health disorders, which is very broadly 
defined. 

The administration would like us to think 
they are just defending us from a few peo- 
ple, in the words of the proposal, who have 
been “adjudicated as a mental defective.” 

Such as? The Washington Times has ex- 
plained that the SSA has not provided “an 
estimate of how many people would be af- 
fected, but independent calculations sug- 
gest there are millions of people receiving 
benefits who have a ‘representative payee’ 
managing their affairs.” The proposal has 
already started to draw “strong opposition 
from a powerful mix of groups, particu- 


Disarm the elderly: The Social Security Administration plans to make it illegal for the elderly 
to own guns if they can’t handle their own finances, though there is no indication that that flaw 


would make them more likely to abuse guns. 
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larly disability advocates, who called the 
move ‘extremely offensive’ and based 
on broad generalizations,” reported the 
Times. “Cheryl Bates-Harris at the Nation- 
al Disability Rights Network said there’s 
no evidence connecting someone’s ability 
to manage finances with being a danger- 
ous gun owner. She said drawing that con- 
nection was stigmatizing and stereotyping 
those with disabilities.” 

Then, to mention another regulatory as- 
sault, there is the attack on the e-cigarette 
industry. One need not be a fan of the 
product to recognize the overstepping of 
the FDA’s rule-making. Indeed, consider- 
ing the political atmosphere these days, 
it’s a surprise that the name of “Raleigh” 
in North Carolina has not been outlawed. 
When the FDA took it upon itself to regu- 
late electronic cigarettes (as well as cigars, 
hookah tobacco, and pipe tobacco, among 
others), the head of the American Vaping 
Association said that is going to be “a grim 
day in the history of tobacco-harm reduc- 
tion. It will be a day where thousands of 
small businesses will be contemplating 
whether they will continue to stay in busi- 
ness and employ people.” 

While not everyone agrees, there are 
many who make a good case that the use 
of e-cigs can be helpful in stopping tra- 
ditional tobacco smoking. Boston Uni- 
versity Professor Michael Siegel, a long- 
time advocate for anti-smoking policies, 
recently commented in a piece in the 
Wall Street Journal that the rules against 
e-cigs “will actually protect tobacco-cig- 
arette sales at the expense of the public’s 
health. They will also destroy thousands 
of small businesses and effectively hand 
the e-cigarette market over to a small 
number of large companies, including 
the tobacco companies.” 

The agency’s actions, in other words, 
might well be a boon for “Big Tobacco” 
— which is probably why the large com- 
panies were happy when the little guys in 
the $3.5 billion industry got smacked by 
the new rules. Part of the regulations, as 
Jonathan Adler originally wrote for the 
“Volokh Conspiracy” blog (it was also 
published by the Washington Post and by 
the Foundation for Economic Education), 
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Blowing smoke: The government now deems e-cigarettes to be tobacco products and will be 
holding manufacturers accountable to a host of new costly regulations, meaning that big tobacco 
companies, which have their own e-cigarettes, will probably corner the market. 


“deems” e-cigarettes to be tobacco 
products and subjects them to exten- 
sive regulatory requirements ... more 
likely to harm public health than to 
help it. Big Tobacco, meanwhile, 
is likely to be pleased with the new 
regulations. 

The new FDA regulation “deems” 
e-cigarettes to be tobacco products, 
for the purposes of federal law, but 
e-cigarettes do not contain tobacco 
and do not present anywhere near 
the health risks of smoking. E-ciga- 
rettes create vapor, not smoke (hence 
the term “vaping”), and the lack of 
combustion means that e-cigarettes 
expose users to relatively few of the 
harmful substances contained in to- 
bacco smoke. 

Most e-cigs do contain nicotine, 
however, which makes them a po- 
tential substitute for cigarettes. So, 
while e-cig use may not be risk-free 
(and what is?), e-cigs present a small 
fraction of the risks posed by smok- 
ing. This is but one reason the United 
Kingdom’s Royal College of Physi- 
cians urges the use of e-cigs as a tool 
to help smokers quit. 


Adler, a professor at Case Western Uni- 
versity School of Law, has also noted that 
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the large tobacco companies have their 
own e-cig brands and have been pushing 
for regulations that will hurt their smaller 
competitors. The FDA helped in the regard. 

The regulators never rest. There is not 
enough room to list them all. The FDA, for 
example, has also been busy denying an 
experimental drug for boys with muscular 
dystrophy; the Consumer Financial Pro- 
tection Bureau is doing its best to prove 
that large banks should be too big to fail; 
and the Environmental Protection Agency 
has been taking aim at bringing ruin to 
the coal industry — in this case by using 
a “haze rule” that is likely to close the 
West’s largest coal plant, causing consid- 
erable harm to the nearby Navajo Nation. 
American Indians, of course, have a long 
history of being “beneficiaries” of paternal 
government actions. 

Some of this would be amusing if it 
weren’t hitting us in the pocketbook. A 
while ago, the London-based Economist 
mocked our over-regulated nation, men- 
tioning (for example) a requirement by 
the Federal Railroad Administration: All 
trains must be painted with the letter “F” 
on the front so we will be able tell which 
end is which. To which we should say 
thanks to the feds for all of its B.S. (for 
“bureaucratic savvy’). 

This paperwork may well turn out to be 
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injurious (though please don’t tell the Oc- 
cupational Safety and Health Administra- 
tion). The Economist also pointed to some 
of the fallout because of government-re- 
quired red tape in the healthcare industry. 
Every hour spent, said the publication, 


treating a patient in America creates 
at least 30 minutes of paperwork, 
and often a whole hour. Next year [in 
2013] the number of federally man- 
dated categories of illness and injury 
for which hospitals may claim reim- 
bursement will rise from 18,000 to 
140,000. There are nine codes relat- 
ing to injuries caused by parrots, and 
three relating to burns from flaming 
water-skis. 


While the Obama White House and its 
many arms have paid lip service to em- 
ploying “cost-benefit” analysis to new 
regulations, the Economist noted that “the 
administration has a bias towards overstat- 
ing benefits and underestimating costs.” 

This adds up. A valuable study by the 
Mercatus Center at George Mason Uni- 
versity has done the addition for 22 in- 
dustries in its research on the long-term 
costs of regulation. Its recently released 
study found that the economic growth in 
the United States has, on average, been 
slowed by 0.8 percent per year since 1980 
because of the cumulative effects of regu- 
lation. Among the findings (here para- 
phrasing its summary): 

¢ If regulation had been held constant at 
levels observed in 1980, the U.S. economy 
would have been about 25 percent larger 
than it actually was as of 2012. 

¢ This means that, in 2012, the economy 
was $4 trillion smaller than it would have 
been in the absence of regulatory growth 
since 1980. 

¢ This amounts to a loss of approximate- 
ly $13,000 per capita, a significant amount 
for most American workers. 

As the year began, by one count, there 
were nearly 4,000 new rules and regula- 
tions snaking their way through the vari- 
ous bureaus of the U.S. government. They 
never stop. Hl 

— WILLIAM P. Hoar 
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BY C. MITCHELL SHAW 


Boys Showering With Girls — What Next? 


n Friday, May 13, 
2016, the Obama 
administration is- 


sued a directive to all pub- 
lic schools across the nation 
dictating policy as to the 
president’s novel interpreta- 
tion of portions of the Civil 
Rights Act of 1964. The 
letter interprets Title IX of 
the Education Amendments 
of 1972 to include “gen- 
der identity.” To comply, 
all schools that receive any 
federal funding (read: all 
public schools) must give 
transgender students full ac- 
cess to the school bathrooms 
and locker rooms (includ- 
ing showers) of the opposite sex. The letter — which is non- 
binding, but implies the threat of lawsuits and withholding of 
federal funds — says: 


Aschool may provide separate facilities on the basis of sex, 
but must allow transgender students access to such facili- 
ties consistent with their gender identity. A school may not 
require transgender students to use facilities inconsistent 
with their gender identity or to use individual-user facili- 
ties when other students are not required to do so. A school 
may, however, make individual-user options available to 
all students who voluntarily seek additional privacy. 


A presidential directive of this type would have been unimagi- 
nable even a few short years ago, much less a generation ago. 
Can anyone imagine the response if even president Clinton had 
tried this? Of course this shift did not happen in a vacuum. The 
last few years have seen the reconditioning of the American 
mind on a variety of related issues. 

“Gender identity” is now undergoing the same policy trans- 
formation that Americans witnessed in the case of homosexual 
“marriage” in recent months. The similarities are astounding. In 
fact, when Obama ran for president, he said that he was “not in 
favor of gay marriage” since marriage is “a sacred union” be- 
tween “aman and a woman,” because “God’s in the mix.” Then, 
four years later, he told ABC that he had “been going through 
an evolution on this issue,” and had concluded that “same-sex 
couples should be able to get married.” 

The truth is, there was no “evolution,” just a revelation that the 
president had been lying all along to get elected for the purpose 
of “fundamentally transforming the United States of America,” 
as he promised during a campaign speech in 2008. This was 
revealed in a Democrat Party e-mail in April, in which Obama 
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says that securing “the right 
of marriage equality ... for 
every American, no matter 
who they love” is one of the 
reasons he “got into politics 
in the first place.” 

As political winds have 
shifted, anyone holding the 
president’s previous position 
is now portrayed as “big- 
oted” and “homophobic,” as 
his statements in support of 
what is now called “tradition- 
al” marriage have been sent 
down the memory hole. That 
process has already begun 
in the case of “transgender” 
rights. Anyone who points 
out that a person who is con- 
fused about his or her external plumbing and believes they can 
“choose their gender” is suffering from a mental disorder is ac- 
cused of being “bigoted” and “transphobic.” This, despite the 
fact that Gender Identity Disorder (GID) is a recognized diagno- 
sis in the mental health profession. In one illustration of how fast 
this trend is shifting, the New York Times Health Guide — as of 
this writing — sil] contains a section referring to GID as a “rare 
disorder.” The New York Times says the “cause is unknown, but 
hormones in the womb, genes, social and environmental factors 
(such as parenting) may be involved.” The Times recommends 
therapy for those suffering from this mental disorder and states 
that even after sexual reassignment surgery, “identity problems 
may continue.” 

It will likely only be a matter of time before that description 
is either changed or expunged from the New York Times’ web- 
site, but it is noteworthy that even as liberal a publication as the 
Times still recommends therapy for what is quickly becoming 
viewed as a “right” and a “choice,” and which the Obama ad- 
ministration is reinterpreting the Civil Rights Act to “protect.” 

In fact, once “gender identity” is recognized as a right, it will 
likely be illegal to oppose it. Look at the cases of florists and 
bakers who have been dragged into court for refusing to provide 
their services at same-sex “weddings.” 

There is a tipping point — a point of no return — for any 
society. Can a society survive the breakdown of morality in 
which girls shower with boys? Obama and his cohorts may 
soon find that this is a bridge too far for many Americans. 
Texas Lieutenant Governor Dan Patrick said Obama’s direc- 
tive will have definite blowback. “This will be the end of 
public education — if this prevails,” he said, adding, “People 
will pull their kids out. Homeschooling will explode. Private 
schools will increase. School choice will pass.” How’s that for 
hope and change? Hf 
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FOUNDATIONS 


Foundations: Their Power and Influence 
Renee A. Wormser examines some of America’s most powerful tax-exempt 
foundations: their actions, as opposed to their stated purposes; the 
interlocking groups of men who run them; and their influence on the 
country at large. First published in 1958. (1993ed, 412pp, pb, $19.95) BKFPI 


Dollars & Sense 

Dollars & $ense, by John E. McManus, is an excellent tool for teaching 
Americans about the nature of money and how to solve inflation. Given the 
current economic crisis, it is a must-see! 

Sleeved DVD (2008, 48min, 1/$1.00; 11-20/$0.90ea;21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 
100-999/$0.70ea; 1,000+/$0.64ea) DVDDAS 

Cased DVD (2008, 48min, 1/$5.95; 10-24/$4.95ea; 25-49/$3.95ea; 50-99/$2.95ea; 
100-249/$2.25ea; 250+/$1.75ea) DVDDASC 

Audio CD (2008, 42min, 1/$1.00; 25/$20.00; 50/$37.50; 100/$70.00) CDDAS 
Booklet (2009, 40pp, pb, 1/$2.95ea; 10/$2.00ea; 25/$1.50ea; 50/$1.00ea; 
100+/$0.75ea) BKLTDAS 


The Law 


Frédéric Bastiat, in his classic exposé of socialism and communism as “lawful 
plunder, ” explains the fundamental principles involved in determining the 
proper scope of government. It explains socialist fallacies. (2007ed, 74pp, pb, 
$4.95) BKL 
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The Shadows of Power 

Author James Perloff exposes the subversive roots and global 
designs of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR). Passed off 
as a think-tank, this group is the “power behind the throne,’ 
with hundreds of top government officials drawn from its 
ranks. The book traces CFR activity from the Wilson to 
Reagan administrations. (2015ed, 273pp, pb, $10.95) BKSOP 


Man, Freedom, & Government 
An enhanced remake of Ezra Taft Benson’s 1968 filmstrip 
classic, this DVD provides a roadmap for restoring our 
freedoms and rights. 

Sleeved DVD (2005, 24min, 1/$1.00ea; 11-20/$0.90ea; 
21-49/$0.80ea; 50-99/$0.75ea; 100-999/$0.70ea; 
1,000+/$0.64ea) DVDMFGPS 

Cased DVD (2005, 24min, $5.95) DVDMFG 


The Creature From Jekyll Island 
G. Edward Griffin unmasks the secrets behind the 
manipulation of our nation’s money supply by providing an 
insider’s look at how the Federal Reserve came into being and 
how it controls the value of the dollar. (2010, 5th ed, 608pp, pb, 
$22.95) BKCFul 
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QUANTITY TITLE PRICE TOTAL PRICE Shop| y Ya 
e 
JBS.org Mail completed form to: 
ShopJBS « P.O. BOX 8040 
: APPLETON, WI 54912 
Order Online: www. ShopJBS.org ae 
Credit-card orders call toll-free now! 1 -800-342-6491 Order Online 
Name 
Address 
WIRESIDENTS ADD —SHIPPING/HANDLING Cit State Zi 
SUBTOTAL 5% SALES TAX (SEE CHART BELOW) TOTAL y P 
For shipments outside the U.S., please call for rates. CQ) Check OVISA Q Discover as 1 / oe = 
Order Subtotal | Standard Shipping | Rush Shipping () Money Order (©) MasterCard QO American Express MISNMDcove Anan res 
$0-10.99 $4.95 $9.95 Standard: 4-14 pase 
$11.00-19.99 $7.75 $12.75 business days. Make checks payable to: ShopJBS 
$20.00-49.99 $9.95 $14.95 Rush: 3-7 business 
$50.00-99.99 $13.75 $18.75 days, no P.O. Boxes, # Exp. Date 
$100.00-149.99 $15.95 $20.95 HI/AK add $10.00 
$150.00+ call call Signature 460606 


MANAGEMENT 


CONSULTANTS AND ADMINISTRATORS 


Specializing in Tax Deductions for Dental Practices * Post Office Box 7007 * Porter Ranch, CA 91327 


